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Abstract
McAllister, Tracy. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May, 2016. Examining Perceptions of
Higher Education Faculty Who Teach Online. Co-Major Professor: Clif Mims, Ph.D. and
Carmen Weaver, Ed.D.
With the advent of computer-aided technologies and the Internet, students can access
courses offered across a broad spectrum of fields and for a variety of degree levels. Institutions
of higher learning have recognized the need to keep pace with competing institutions by offering
courses online. As colleges and universities continue to meet the demands of students seeking
enrollment in online courses, the need for recruiting, hiring, and developing faculty who are
trained to teach within an online format continues to increase as well. Quality instruction cannot
exist without systems of support to advance and improve faculty (Khan & Chishti, 2012). The
need to employ teachers who teach effectively in an online environment continues to influence
the decisions of chief academic officers and other stakeholders. The purpose of this study was to
explore various aspects of online instruction by examining the perceptions of higher education
instructors who teach online. The research addressed three questions: What are faculty
perceptions of online instruction? In what ways does participation in a faculty development
intervention influence faculty members’ decisions to alter their online instruction? What do
participants in a faculty development intervention identify as challenges to implementing new
strategies to their online instruction? Data were gathered through survey research which
collected quantitative data. The results of this research indicate faculty members who taught
online felt competent in their instructional skills and would consider implementing new
strategies in their instructional practices. However, the participants regarded a lack of student
participation and motivation as a challenge to implementing new strategies learned in the
instructional intervention. The research questioned the influence of a prescribed faculty

v

development on instructors’ decisions to implement new strategies into their instructional
decisions. The research has implications for stakeholders in higher education as the proliferation
of online programs continues. The results of the research indicate when faculty participate in
prescribed faculty development designed to meet their specific instructional needs, faculty are
more apt to positively receive the instruction and favorably view the implementation of new
strategies into their instructional practices.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Institutions of higher learning have become increasingly aware of the need to provide for
the pedagogical skill set necessary for an online instructional format. The increasingly
competitive market, budgetary concerns, and accreditation standards have heightened the
demand for the extended practice of providing adequate and timely faculty development for
instructors as the online course delivery mode continues to gain widespread appeal. This chapter
will address the problem, outline the research questions, and provide definitions specific to this
research.
Problem
The increased availability of personal computing technology and greater access to
affordable Internet capabilities has precipitated a new generation of students taking advantage of
courses offered online. Students who avail themselves of online course opportunities have the
ability to choose where they want to attend school without traditional geographical constraints. A
further benefit of online course attendance is flexible scheduling. Students are able to advance
their training, vocational skills, and education while maintaining employment and other personal
responsibilities. Institutions of higher learning recognize the benefit to their long-term strategic
planning of offering courses at a distance through online delivery. Post-secondary institutions are
pushing faculty at a rapid rate to move from the traditional four-walled classroom to the online
teaching environment. Even as online course offerings positively affect students and institutions
of higher learning, faculty transitioning from traditional face-to-face environments are often left
with a fracture in their teaching pedagogy specific to the online environment. As one expert
noted, “It is imperative that quality faculty development programs are designed and implemented
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to meet the perceived needs and priorities of the faculty involved in the development and
delivery of online education” (Ali et al., 2005). Traditional face-to-face teaching pedagogy,
while similar in many respects, is markedly different from the pedagogy required to facilitate
student learning within the less traditional online environment and thus requires faculty
development to address the complexities of teaching online. This research explored various
aspects of higher education online instruction by examining the perceptions of instructors who
teach online courses and who completed a prescribed professional development intervention for
online teaching.
This research evaluated faculty perceptions of online learning as it pertains to their
instructional pedagogical needs for teaching in the online environment. The research further
investigated the effectiveness of a faculty development instructional intervention training as well
as perceived challenges to implementing strategies for online instruction. The research
specifically addressed the following questions.
Research Questions
1. What are faculty perceptions of online instruction?
2.

In what ways does participation in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,” influence faculty members’ decisions to
alter their online instruction?

3. What do participants in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for
Online Teaching and Learning,” identify as challenges to implementing new strategies to
their online instruction?

2

Definitions
For the purpose of this study, the following definitions are presented for clarity:
Online Course. A course with at least 80% of the course delivered online without faceto-face meetings (Allen & Seaman, 2014)
Faculty Development. An intentional process of building knowledge and skills that
allows individuals to be effective in their jobs and advance in their careers (Hahn & Lester,
2012)
Post-secondary Institution. A reference to any institution offering educational courses
after high school
Learning Management System (LMS). The delivery software with a variety of tools to
support and administer courses in an online environment (Farmakis & Kaulbach, 2013)
Academic Equivalence. For the purpose of this research study, academic equivalence is
defined as the comparison of teaching methods, learner outcomes, and perceptions between two
instructional environments: traditional face-to-face vs. online.

3

Chapter 2
Review of Literature
Introduction
Over the last 10 years, institutions of higher education have offered online courses at an
ever increasing rate. According to the Sloan Consortium (as cited by Allen & Seaman, 2014) the
number of students enrolled in an online course has now surpassed seven million students
engaged in at least one online course during the fall of 2012. The rising number of online courses
being offered has created a greater demand for online teachers, which has increased the demand
for faculty development to train faculty members with the necessary skill set for teaching in an
online environment.
The following examination of related literature addresses faculty development for online
teaching. First, the literature review addresses the rationale for online teaching in higher
education. Second, the review considers the current trends in faculty development which
specifically address online teaching in higher education. Next, the review seeks to provide
current research on the state of online teaching in higher education, and finally, it summarizes
the benefits and barriers to faculty development for online teaching and learning.
Rationale for Online Teaching in Higher Education
The need to provide education and training at a distance has a long standing history
within the realm of education. From the early days of correspondence courses delivered through
the postal service to today’s online classrooms, institutions of higher learning have recognized
the need for providing education to students. Several factors seemingly drive the effort to
provide online courses, including the demand for courses and the long-term strategic planning of
institutions of higher learning.
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Online course demand. In recent years, institutions of higher learning have recognized
an increase in the demand for online course offerings. This growth can be attributed in part to the
available access of technology in personal homes across the United States. In a report from the
United States Census Bureau, the number of households reporting ownership of a computer and
access to some form of Internet access has grown exponentially 2013 (File & Ryan, 2014). In
1984, 8.2% of American households reported owning a computer, compared to 83.4% in 2013.
The same type of growth can be seen in the availability of the Internet, where a mere 18% of
homeowners in 1997 reported having Internet access as compared to 74.4% in 2013 (File &
Ryan, 2014). This type of availability to technology also affords greater accessibility to training
and education course offerings. Flexible scheduling and the ability to attend class without having
to travel large distances or hold residency is a popular factor contributing to online course
demand (Shaw, Chametzky, Burrus, & Walters, 2013). This can be seen in the number of older
nontraditional students entering college as returning students or graduate students (Jesnek, 2012).
In addition, many students are enrolling in online courses as entering freshman straight out of
high school. Students seeking baccalaureate and advanced degrees prefer the flexibility online
courses provide that allow for work, care of family, and maintenance of social responsibilities
while meeting individual educational needs (Cole & Kritzer, 2009). Further driving the demand
for online courses is the success rate among students enrolled in an online course. Postsecondary institutions have found success with a greater rate of return for students enrolled in
online courses (Driscoll, Jicha, Hunt, Tichavsky, & Thompson, 2012). Studies of socioeconomically challenged students enrolled in online courses indicate the trend to stay enrolled at
a higher rate than in traditional campus-based environments (Pontes & Pontes, 2012). These
phenomena can be attributed to the online environment’s mode of “anytime, anywhere,” which
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allows students to spend less time and money traveling to campus, having to maintain residency
on campus, or relocating to a new city to further their education. While the ability to continue
education and training around work and personal obligations draws students to the online format,
online courses also provide users access to course lectures, projects, and assessment on a
personal schedule and not a class schedule (Dykman & Davis, 2008a; Schmidt, Hodge, &
Tschida, 2013). This is an attractive draw for students who struggle with the daily demands of
life. As the call for equal access to education is a global issue encompassing workers and
employers, courses offered online provide solutions for students trying to increase their
education and skill level in accordance with the stipulation of employers who also seek an
educated and trained workforce (Dykman & Davis, 2008a).
Long-term strategic plan. Institutions of higher education continue to increase their
online course offerings as administrators persist in including online instruction as part of their
long-term strategic plans. In a survey of 1170 provosts and academic leaders, over half indicated
their belief that online education would be a key factor for the future viability of higher
education (Dykman & Davis, 2008; Zhao, Alexander, Perreault, Waldman, & Truell, 2009).
Stakeholders within higher education are conscious of the multitude of options for students and
realize the need to compete for student enrollment within a larger geographical market than ever
before. Online courses transcend geographical barriers for students. Students are less bound to
the campus closest to home but are able to consider multiple venues from which to enroll.
Students graduating from high school and students returning to campus for advanced
degrees have created an increased competition among universities and colleges. More students
equal more revenue. With a continued decrease in governmental financial support, key leader
and stake holders within post-secondary institutions are falling under scrutiny from their own
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governing boards to meet financial needs and have financial accountability (Dykman & Davis,
2008; Herman, 2012). Universities are taking advantage of the financial potential online courses
promise as a means for sustaining growth, (Dykman & Davis, 2008; Herman, 2012; Moller,
Foshay, & Huett, 2008; Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008; Young & Lewis, 2008). While universities
view online instruction as an opportunity to tap into newer markets for enrollment, they also
view the ability for courses to be copied and reused by other faculty as an additional cost-saving
measure for their institution, (Byrd & Mixon, 2013; Dykman & Davis, 2008; Schmidt et al.,
2013). Utilizing an institution’s current technological infrastructure along with building and
classroom resources already in place reduces costs, which further increases the financial bottom
line (Fish & Wickersham, 2009).
The demand for advanced training and education is prevalent, with students looking for
educational opportunities that consider their personal preferences and obligations. Today’s
market of students is different from past decades. The typical student is less likely to be a
freshman student leaving home to live in a residential college. Instead, many students seek the
flexibility of online courses and are often employed with family and social responsibilities and
cannot leave home to advance their education. Recognizing this trend, post-secondary
institutions are looking to tap into the market of students who enjoy the convenience of online
courses as a means to fulfill their long-term strategic plans. An increase in the demand for a
trained and educated workforce equals an increase in the demand for online course offerings.
Current Faculty Development Trends for Online Teaching in Higher Education
Online teaching includes a unique complexity that differs from teaching in the traditional
face-to-face classroom. Online course demand is a cyclical issue. As the availability of
technology grows and the increased need for educated and skilled workers grows, so too does the
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need for post-secondary institutions to provide quality courses offered online. Experts pointed
out that governing boards will need to address the multiple experience levels of those who teach
online by allocating money for technology and faculty development so instructors will be well
qualified in online instruction (Green, Alejandro, & Brown, 2009; Koehler, Mishra, Hershey, &
Peruski, 2004; Livingston, 2015). This section of the literature review addresses specific trends
in terms of what has been or is being offered as faculty development to faculty in post-secondary
institutions.
Technology tool integration. Faculty development for teachers who teach in an online
environment has focused on transitioning instructors from the face-to-face environment to an
online environment. Faculty development initiatives have included the basic essentials of how to
build a course and how to use teaching tools within the course management system (Shea,
Pickett, & Li, 2005). Research comparing the perspectives of students enrolled in traditional
face-to-face courses verses online courses indicates when technology becomes a negative issue,
students tend to rate their level of satisfaction with online classes and instructors lower than
traditional face-to-face instruction (Humphries & Konomos, 2010). The research also showed
faculties transitioning to teaching online have voiced concerns about the increased technical
aspects required in the online format.
Faculty members often view their lack of technical skills as reasons for dissatisfaction in
teaching online. A study by Tabata and Johnsrud (2007) investigated faculty attitudes toward
technology, distance education, and innovation. They found the need for faculty training and for
further development in the use of technology that matched their current work practices
influenced faculties’ decisions to engage in teaching in online courses. Institutions of higher
education have spent time and money developing technical support for online instruction.
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Schmidt et al. (2013) reported the technical instruction has been beneficial to faculty members
who have gained knowledge and expertise in the use of technology, but it has not helped them to
leverage the use of the technology for teaching and learning. Addressing the concerns of both
students and instructors has been at the forefront of faculty development in an effort to ease the
transition into a new teaching venue. Examples of institutional support run the gamut from short
periodic offerings to prolonged programs which immerse the faculty in the use of technology
over several months (Schmidt, Hodge, & Tschida, 2016).
Standards of quality. Institutions of higher learning have long perceived the need to
uphold the quality of their online offerings in an effort to thoroughly substantiate claims that
online classes supply the same teacher effectiveness and student capacity for achievement as its
campus-based counterparts. To this end, institutions of higher learning have used accrediting
standards as a reference when developing faculty development addressing online instruction. A
study conducted by Britto, Ford, and Wise (2013) examined the approaches of three different
types of institutions in their effort to address quality assurance. The institutions varied in size and
course offerings yet research found the institutions were similar in their approaches to ensuring
course quality. First, goals for quality assurance were aligned with the goals of the institution for
long term strategic plan. Secondly, each of the institutions had created initiatives which were
based on well-established models for quality including Quality Matters and Sloan’s five pillars.
The institutions were also similar in that each had developed and implemented a central
department whose purpose was to provide faculty development and training in an effort to ensure
that the set benchmarks for quality were attained. The study also revealed that all of the
institutions understood the need to address quality assurance within their online course offerings.
Post-secondary institutions aspire to attain a level of quality for online programs of study using
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similar face-to-face standards of quality. In an effort to more thoroughly ensure course quality,
much faculty development has focused on standards, benchmarks, guidelines, and rubrics
developed by accrediting bodies. Post-secondary institutions aspire to attain a level of quality
for online programs of study using similar face-to-face standards of quality. In an effort to more
thoroughly ensure course quality, much faculty development has focused on standards,
benchmarks, guidelines, and rubrics developed by accrediting bodies. The National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and the Commission on Collegiate Nursing
Education (CCNE) are examples of these types of accrediting boards. Standards, benchmarks,
rubrics, and guidelines for online instruction have also been developed in an attempt to ensure
online learning meets a level deemed equal with its face-to-face counterpart. Quality indicators
provide a measure of credibility needed for stakeholders to promote online courses as viable
modes of learning. Exemplars include the National Education Association’s Benchmarks for
Success in Internet-Based Distance Education, The American Federation of Teachers Guidelines
for General Practice, and the American Distance Education Consortium's Guiding Principles for
Distance Teaching and Learning. The Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications
published Best Practices for Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs, or
Guidelines for the Evaluation of Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs
(Koenig, 2010; Seok, 2007). The PBS Teacherline model of faculty development was the subject
of a case study. The study indicated the model suggested various faculty guidelines established
by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) and the International Association for K-12
Online Learning (Storandt, Dossin, & Piacentini Lacher, 2012). Chickering and Gamson’s
(1987) work identified seven principles for quality teaching in undergraduate education. In 1996,
Chickering and Erhmann expanded these practices to include technology-rich environments
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(Lewis & Abdul-Hamid, 2006). Faculty development offered by intuitions of higher learning
around these standards has been used to inform instructors what should be contained in their
online course content and what should be achieved by the students enrolled in their classes.
Pedagogical shift. As faculty make the shift from traditional teaching environments to
the online environment, the question of pedagogy shifts as well. Instructors in higher education
rely heavily on their personal experience as a student for the strategies they use within their
teaching. Moving from a traditional to online environment challenges their personal teaching
model (Mcquiggan, 2012). Past faculty development has largely neglected the ‘how’ of teaching
in an online environment (Schmidt et al., 2013). Much of the research suggested faculty
development has focused on short-term trainings addressing technical aspects verses pedagogical
issues (Wilson, 2012). A study conducted to discover the conceptions and approaches to teaching
within an online environment revealed teachers’ conceptions and approaches to teaching online
were not as defined as they were in traditional face-to-face classrooms (Gonzales, 2009). This
juxtaposition indicates the need for changes in the pedagogy from teaching face-to-face to
teaching online. The focus of faculty development has been to retool teachers for instruction
within the online environment. This consideration of retooling includes the use of best practices
to facilitate student learning and achievement.
Regardless of the teaching environment, post-secondary education faculties regard
assessment, delivery of instruction, learner engagement, and reflection as high standards of
instructional pedagogy (Kurshner Benson, & Ward, 2013). Today’s instructors need faculty
development opportunities to understand how to evaluate learners and then to match appropriate
content and strategies within the realm of online delivery to meet learner needs. Primarily,
instructors must make the pedagogical shift from being teacher-centered to learner-centered. The
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related literature repeatedly called for faculty development offerings to address this pedagogical
shift in the way teachers think about teaching in the online environment as opposed to traditional
instruction.
Because of the difference between the teaching contexts, faculty development must
address the online teaching environment; instructional approaches must focus on the distinct
qualities of the online environment (Hewett & Powers, 2007). Teaching online is very complex.
For example, instruction within a classroom is characteristically more social. Everyone can see
and hear each other, allowing students and teachers to use visual and other nonverbal cues. Small
nuances can convey intent not inherently possible in an online structure. In the less traditional
online format, instructors and instruction must compensate for expectations based on traditional
classroom experiences. Experts insisted online instructors will have to learn to make these
transitions for both themselves and their students (Crawley, Fewell, & Sugar, 2009); Dykman
and Davis, 2008; Sugar, Martindale, & Crawley, 2007). The professional development offerings
to support this change must be innovative and flexible.
The pedagogy of teaching and learning online is markedly different than its traditional
counterpart (Yick, Patrick, & Costin, 2005). Teaching shifts from being teacher-centered to
student-centered. Words like mentor and facilitator replace the word teacher. To navigate this
shifting tide, instructors require training to develop new teaching and learning experiences for
students and themselves that adhere to this new model of instruction. These three key
components of online instruction were described by the recipient of the 2003 Sloan-C award for
Excellence in Online teaching: student directed learning, interactivity, and social cognitive
teaching presence (Kushner Benson & War, 2013).
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As teachers in post-secondary education continue to make the transition from brick-andmortar classrooms to online classrooms, the teaching shift will create an awareness of student
learning style preferences. Understanding the learning style preferences of students impacts how
teachers teach (Park, Crocker, Nussey, Springate, & Hutchings, 2010). Understanding how
students adapt and respond within an online classroom must be taken into account when the
learning environment changes. Teachers must take into consideration the learning style
preferences of their online students and be able to make pedagogical decisions which best meet
those instructional challenges. The instructional pedagogy of teaching online moves the teacher
to make key instructional design decisions which focus on better communication and
connectivity between the instructor and students. Understanding how to create better
communication and connectivity between instructor and student and student to student will drive
faculty development (Farmakis & Kaulbach, 2013). As more teachers transition to online
teaching, institutions of higher learning will need to offer training that includes models to make
students feel connected to their instructors and promote a feeling of community, such as using
video introductions and virtual office hours. Research indicates that teachers continue to need
guidance on how to create assignments for the online environment aligned and assessed
according to the appropriate level of Bloom's Taxonomy. Training must include emphasis on the
teaching methodology which addresses the design and development of course projects that are
assigned and delivered in the online community. Bates and Watson (2008) recommended faculty
development include how to create homework assignments that can be graded by computers and
ideas for online testing alternatives.
Recognition for an online pedagogy has advanced faculty development past the
technology skills needed to maneuver the learning management system. A study conducted to
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discover the perceptions and approaches to teaching within an online environment revealed
teachers’ perceptions and approaches to teaching online were not as defined as in traditional
face-to-face classrooms (Gonzales, 2009). Teacher training continues to develop in the areas of
assessment, delivery of instruction, learner engagement, and reflection (Kurshner Benson, &
Ward, 2013). Faculty development is emerging with efforts to support online instructors in the
areas of mastering adult learning theory, moving beyond course mechanics, and recognizing the
pedagogical difference of online teaching (Storandt et al., 2012). In considering adult learning,
the training for developing course content reflects authentic and applicable real-world
experiences that facilitate problem-centered learning. Research showed those in charge of faculty
development promote elements that include relevance to student and faculty needs, self-direction
of student learning, and the inclusion of an active learning community (Cornelius, Gordon, &
Ackland, 2011).
Faculty satisfaction. Faculty development trends address increasing faculty satisfaction
in teaching online through the promotion of self-actualization (Oomen-Early & Murphy, 2009).
A review of related literature in a study conducted by Bolliger, Inan, and Wasilik, (2013)
reported the emergence of themes which could be attributed to faculty satisfaction. Overall,
when students are satisfied with a course, faculty members are satisfied. Factors which influence
faculty satisfaction include, interaction among students enrolled in the course and the instructor,
the affordance of flexibility and convenience as well as the use of new resources and strategies,
institutional support, online course design, development and teaching. When systematic faculty
development is offered which encourages teachers to explore, learn, create and apply what they
have learned, they are more inclined to have a higher degree of satisfaction with their online
teaching experience (Shea et al., 2005). The experience of migrating to the new online
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environment can cause stress and feelings of inadequacy and self-worth. Shea et al. (2005)
explained instructors tend to have a higher degree of satisfaction with their online teaching
experience when systematic faculty development encourages them to explore, learn, create, and
apply what they have learned.
Online instruction challenges established teaching methods and responsibilities. Teachers
new to this type of instruction are at once faced with many new teaching challenges, including
additional preparation time, lack of hands-on instruction in an intimate setting, and the need for
faculty development to accommodate new teaching tasks (Bennett & Lockyer, 2004; Sugar et al.,
2007). Faculty development efforts have increased in providing instructors with the necessary
means to facilitate personal and professional satisfaction while teaching in an online
environment.
Educational technologies. While institutions recognize need for faculty development
which addresses pedagogical concern, the understanding and use of appropriate educational
technologies persists as a current faculty development practice (Fish & Wikersham, 2009). This
faculty development trend is focused less on educational technology skills for manipulating the
course management and more on selecting the most appropriate educational technologies that
advance student-learning based on academic content and specific teaching purposes within an
online environment (Wilson, 2012). Universities must make provisions to keep faculty current on
trending technological innovations (Fish & Wikersham, 2009).
Teaching online has at its basic level the need for understanding how to manipulate a
learning management system. The art of teaching online demands a competency in selecting and
using various types of technology to leverage learning. The methodology behind instructors’
design of their courses for online delivery must consider many factors, all of which have student
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understanding and achievement as the main focus. With this in mind, faculty development for
growth in technology skills should address educational technologies from the standpoint of the
teacher and the student, asking these questions: What educational technology will be used to
convey course content? Which educational technologies will be required of students to convey
understanding of the content? Which educational technology best assess student learning?
Wilson (2012) contended faculty development must be created to address selecting the most
appropriate educational technologies within an online environment that advance student learning
based on academic content and specific teaching purposes. Teaching methods that accommodate
multi-student learning modalities common in face-to-face contexts will need to be reevaluated
and addressed within the context of online learning (Singh, Mangalaraj, & Taneja, 2010). In fact,
emerging faculty development includes training with technologies that meet specific teaching
needs and learning preferences (Khan & Chishti, 2012). Technology skills training continues to
evolve in utilizing educational technologies that specifically address instructional strategies such
as enhanced communication with the instructor, discussion boards, and the use of media-rich
instructional tools. The ease of use of educational technology by the instructor and the pupils is
an important indicator contributing to higher levels of student satisfaction in an online course
(Kishore, Tabrizi, Ozan, Aziz, & Wuensch, 2009). With this in mind, faculty development
offered for the online teachers must focus on teaching methods that go beyond the learning
management system to include web technologies to facilitate communication, information
sharing, and collaboration.
Adult learning theory. Experts insisted the design and expansion of faculty development
should consider adult learning theory (Storandt et al., 2012). The designers of faculty
development must consider this theory in two ways. First, those attending the training are
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coming in as adults to learn and, second, they are leaving with the purpose of going back to their
classrooms to teach other adults. Research showed adult learners favor elements that include
relevance to their personal and professional needs, self-direction of their learning, and the
inclusion of an active learning community (Cornelius, et al., 2011). Adult learners also require
meaningful interaction with other students, which builds critical thinking skills (Fish
&Wickersham, 2009). Even as post- secondary faculty requiring instruction to teach must be
considered adult learners, so too must the students they teach. The literature indicated the need
for support of online instructors in the areas of understanding adult learning theory, moving
beyond course mechanics, and recognizing pedagogical difference of online teaching. In
considering adult learning, teachers will need training in developing course content that is
authentic and applicable to real-world experiences and facilitates problem-centered learning.
Delivery format. The research revealed best practices in the delivery format of faculty
development to include one-to-one or small group studies, workshop models, courses which put
the instructor in the place of the students, and department level training with mentors (Wilson,
2012). Professional development should be delivered as an online format, allowing faculty to sit
in the same place as their students. In many instances, faculties teach as they were taught, and
they may have had limited exposure to an online teaching style to emulate. Their own personal
learning experiences do not lend themselves to automatically understanding how to inherently
develop a presence and rapport in their online classroom. Providing professional development
for teachers in an online environment can assimilate the contextual nature faculty should follow
(Gregory & Salmon, 2013). Presenting opportunities to participate as an online student allows
faculty to have an enhanced perspective in adapting their teaching practices to the needs of their
learners (Kushner Benson & Ward, 2013). Placing faculty in the role of student when learning
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new technologies further enhances the concept of teacher as student. Research indicated faculty
who experiment with new technologies within the context of their online teaching classroom are
more likely to accept it and visualize its utility (Shea et al., 2005).
Models of best practice should also provide for apprenticeship and mentoring among
faculty. When faculties mentor each other, they are more inclined to recommend training to their
colleagues and share within a community of learners (Gregory & Salmon, 2013). Mentoring can
lend itself to role modeling and a continued development of a professional learning journey
(Vitale, 2010). Motte (2013) shared these best practices for online teaching: continuous training
over time for increased instructor skills, an organized course format, regular and timely
communication between student and instructor, online instructor presence, effective discussion
board facilitation, scaffolding, and professional development. Instructors have preferences when
participating in professional development as to the mode of delivery, including training delivered
completely online with an assessment of core competencies focused directly to teaching online
and not on course design (Shattuck, Dubins, & Zilberman, 2011). Such an environment closely
replicates for the instructor the experience their students will have. In this mode, faculty can
experience a model of good online course design and teaching practices, which they can later
emulate in their own virtual classrooms.
A current practice among institutions of higher learning is the establishment of a
Teaching and Learning Center (TLC). While the names may be different across post-secondary
institutions, the aim of the TLC is basically the same. Within this department, professional
development is created, developed, and planned for the faculty and staff. In this arena, the
faculty member is considered the content specialist while the TLC staff are considered the course
facilitators (Dykman & Davis, 2008b). The offerings of a TLC may range from solving basic
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technical issues, instruction of the course management system, designing the online course, and
fostering new pedagogy around online delivery. The TLC often houses whole teams of people
whose goal is to help instructors transfer a traditional brick-and-mortar classroom to one
deliverable online.
The implications for continued professional development are to provide support for
teachers as they continue to define their teaching role within the context of a new online
environment. Teachers approach instruction using tools and methods they are familiar with and
have found successful in their traditional teaching environment. Learning to teach in a new
online medium will continue to require effort and planning not only on the part of the educator
but on the part of the education institution. Teachers may have depth of content knowledge,
knowledge of instructional pedagogy, and knowledge of technology. In online learning,
pedagogy, content, and technology must combine in order to create a learner centric environment
within the boundaries of the online classroom.
The State of Online Teaching in Higher Education
Often higher education faculty members are not given a choice in the decision to accept
an online teaching position. Instructors find themselves suddenly thrust into a teaching
environment of which they have little knowledge or experience. This section of this chapter
discusses the state of online teaching in higher education. Specifically, it reviews faculty
perceptions of online instruction, faculty satisfaction in online teaching, current standards of
quality, and content suitability.
Perceptions. Research indicated instructors have firm opinions of online instruction. A
study conducted by Shulte (2010) to understand instructors’ perceptions of distance education
found that when asked to compare the value of distance education to traditional education
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contexts, participants in the study questioned the equality of online courses to their traditional
counterparts. Faculty voiced concern that some courses were not easily converted to another
mode of learning. A study conducted by Ozan et al. (2011) of over 46 institutions of higher
learning surveyed more than 650 instructors, from full professors to teaching assistants. Of those
participating, 49.7% stated if given a choice, they would prefer to teach or would continue to
teach online, while 37.6% indicated they preferred not to teach online. If given a choice between
online and face-to-face instruction, only 11.42% would choose to teach online versus 60.12% of
instructors preferring to teach face-to-face. When asked about their own teaching effectiveness,
61.2% of the survey respondents believed they were more effective teachers in a face-to-face
setting, while 17.88% believed they were just as effective in either setting (Ozan, Wuensch,
Kishore, Aziz, & Tabrizi,2011). In another study conducted between four universities in a
southwestern state, participants were asked if they would fill a tenure track position in their field
with someone who had gained a degree in a 100% online program. The data revealed only 16%
would hire someone with a degree which was completed 100% totally online while 65% said
they would not. This research is especially notable because the faculty members in the research
were themselves instructors in an online learning environment (Goode & Peca, 2007).
Faculty satisfaction. While educational institutions are embracing the move to online
forms of instruction, instructors do not always find the move so enticing. With the move to
online teaching is the included element of teaching with technologies that may be different than
the typical educational technologies used within a more traditional environment such as a
computer, projector, and electronic whiteboards. Teachers can become overwhelmed as they
struggle with the shift from teacher-centered pedagogy to student-centered pedagogy (Hanson,
2009). Research indicates, instructions transitioning to a new environment often incur a great
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amount of stress and feelings of inadequacy and self-worth. Professional development will need
to address these and other issues including additional preparation time, lack of hands-on
instruction in an intimate setting, and the need for professional development to accommodate a
new teaching task (Bennett & Lockyer, 2004; Sugar et al., 2007). Instructors indicated a higher
degree of difficulty in creating online instruction as compared to developing face-to-face modes
of instruction (Yukselturk & Bulut, 2009). In essence, teachers often feel a strong sense of
insecurity about moving out of their normal teaching environment to teaching online. In a study
of instructors who participated in a year-long online class that focused on pedagogy and tool
choice, results indicated an increase in personal learning goals, satisfaction within the learning
community, and increased confidence in being able to build an online class that reflected onlinespecific pedagogy rather than teaching dictated solely by the technology (Oomen-Early &
Murphy, 2009). According to these results, professional development should strive to address
faculty satisfaction teaching online in an effort to promote self-actualization.
Standards of quality. The Sloan Consortium reported in a 2013 survey that 66% of
Chief Academic Officers rate the outcomes of online learning as the same or superior to face-toface teaching. Institutions of higher learning are held to standards by accrediting bodies. Meeting
the standards for accreditation provides institutions of higher learning the ability to promote their
online programs as being one and the same in quality as the traditional courses students travel to
campus to attend (Herman, 2012). The American Federation of Teachers and the National
Education Association commissioned The Institute for Higher Education Policy of USA to
evaluate the research related to distance education. The result was a listing of 24 benchmarks
covering seven aspects considered essential to ensuring excellence in Internet-based distance
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learning, which included institutional support, course development, teaching and learning, course
structure, and faculty support and evaluation (Chen, 2009).
The question of whether courses offered in an online environment are equivalent in
quality as classes taught in a face-to-face environment is still debated within academic circles
(Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008). As administrators continue to ensure their institution’s offerings are
considered high quality by maintaining accreditation standards, smaller universities must be able
to compete with larger universities who also offer online courses. Regardless of enrollment, postsecondary institutions must find a way to compete with high-profile institutions whose name
recognition alone will advance them to the head of market shares as the number of institutions
offering online courses increases (Dykman & Davis, 2008b). A direct correlation exists between
an institution's response and provision for faculty teaching and training needs and quality
instruction. Research showed a calculated plan by institutions of higher learning to provide
faculty with appropriate professional development more greatly ensures teachers have the needed
pedagogical skill set necessary for teaching online (Baran & Correia, 2014; Tabata & Johnsrud,
2008).
Content suitability. More and more content areas are being offered in the online
environment. A segment of teachers continues to perceive particular content areas, such as math
or foreign language, as less conducive to an online environment than others (Ozan, et al., 2011).
A study of mathematics teachers acknowledged the role of technology and its importance in
teaching. The study also acknowledged the need for professional development specific to
mathematics instruction (Wood et al., 2011). As increasingly more courses are offered across
many diverse content areas, professional development must consider the pedagogical and
methodological implications required for teaching those areas online.
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Research finds that typically only one third of faculty members believe courses taught
online are equal in quality to their face-to-face counterparts (Herman, 2012). Among institutions
of higher learning, Baccalaureate institutions have the highest rate of negativity among faculty
toward online course offerings. Building courses that adhere to a high level of course quality
through the use of standards and accreditation is paramount for instruction regardless of the
environment. Knowledge of course delivery tools and the ability to make decisions about which
tools to use are strategic in increasing instructors’ comfort levels. In an online learning
environment, it is essential to meld together quality instruction and teaching practice with a
degree of technical skill knowledge (Irlbeck, 2008). While technology can enhance instruction,
best teaching practices inform teaching to improve learning outcomes. The need for knowledge
of best teaching practices for implementation in an online environment continues to drive
professional development choices and offerings.
Benefits and Barriers of Professional Development for Online Teaching in Higher
Education
Professional development has become a way of life for instructors regardless of their
level of teaching. Professional development comes in many forms including conference and
symposium attendance to department level peer mentor groups. The current review of literature
offers insight into the benefits and barriers of professional development specific to teachers who
teach online.
Student achievement and satisfaction. One benefit of professional development
specific to online teaching is a higher rate of student achievement and satisfaction. A case study
involving the PBS Teacherline is one example. In the study of this model of course development,
students whose teachers received equally high marks on the Instructor Quality Rubric also posted
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higher grades, indicating a higher level of student achievement for students whose instructors
had participated professional development focused on course development. Additionally,
students whose instructors completed the offered professional development re-enrolled at a rate
of 56%, citing teacher quality and overall satisfaction as their motivation for taking a second
class with an instructor who had completed the offered professional development (Storandt et al.,
2012). A different study conducted by the State University of New York Learning Network
(SLN) surveyed teachers about their experience in the faculty development process. The results
of the research indicated a positive impact on student learning and satisfaction of the students
whose instructors participated in the faculty development, suggesting faculty development
positively impacts student learning and satisfaction among students whose instructors had
participated in professional training specific to online instruction (Shea et al., 2005). Dittmar and
McCracken (2012) reported on the META model for continuous improvement of online
teaching. META stands for mentoring, engagement, technology, and assessment. Results showed
ongoing implementation of the model consistently added to student satisfaction.
Increased technology skills. A second benefit of participation in professional
development is an increased level of technology skills. Teachers engaged in online teaching
recognize their growth and knowledge of educational technology (Shea et al., 2005). One of the
most frequently stated objections to online teaching is technology-related. However, faculty
members who teach within an online structure will increase their technology use skills simply
due to the nature of the work environment. Instructors who participated in professional training
using a collaborative approach to course design with students and colleagues who were more
knowledgeable of technology found their own technology skills increased. After collaboration,
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instructors were more knowledgeable of the technology tools they were using and more adept at
making decisions about which tools to use for a given pedagogical task (Koehler et al., 2004).
Increased technology skills can come in multiple forms. Schools vary in their choice of
course management systems in which instruction is delivered to students. Teachers may use the
course management system provided, or they may decide to use alternative Internet-based
educational technology tools. Many faculty members are simultaneously transforming their faceto-face based content to an online mode of delivery. Because of this, in an online class,
technology, content, and pedagogy must be able to co-exist. The role of the online instructor is
multifaceted. They are at once the content expert and in many instances the first line of technical
support for the students they teach (Fish & Wickersham, 2009). When faculty participate in
professional development designed specifically to introduce them to new technology tools, they
affirm their acquisition of new skills and their increased comfort level with the technology.
Growth is evidenced in being able to manipulate a new tool and also in being able to choose a
specific tool for a given instructional application (Macdonald & Paniatowska, 2011).
Professional growth. Attending professional development can benefit faculty in the form
of intrinsic rewards. These may include personal and professional growth, career advancement,
personal challenge, and personal satisfaction for a job well done (Green et al., 2009).
Participating in teacher training through professional development opportunities promotes the
opportunity to question existing teaching practice and to learn new ideas. In her research on
understanding transformative change among online faculty members, McQuiggan (2012)
explained the transformation teachers go through as they learn to teach online. She cited
Mezirow's definition of perspective transformation: meaning comes through a personal frame of
reference. Teachers who have never taught online have no frame of reference and may view
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online instruction as inferior until they actually go through the process of teaching online.
Participating in the professional development offerings can also change attitudes toward the
positive and create pedagogical changes in teaching practice (McQuiggan, 2012). Additionally,
faculty who engage in professional development opportunities are much more likely to remain as
faculty within their institutions, receive higher ratings in student achievement and teacher
performance evaluations, and develop innovative pedagogical practices with sustained quality
(Dittmar & McCracken, 2012; Green et al., 2009).
Time. While there are many benefits to participating in professional development for
online teaching and learning, there are also barriers that constrain instructors from participation.
Time considerations are noted as a major barrier to faculty participation in the professional
development opportunities. The amount of time investment goes beyond the planning and
organization of an online course and includes the daily course management and time online as a
teaching and social presence. Before courses are even delivered, online instructors must account
for the amount of time necessary to transition content from a face-to-face delivery to an online
medium. Greater effort is also required for faculty to adjust their teaching pedagogy (Barab &
Correia, 2014; Herman, 2012; Shattuck et al., 2011). Faculty members’ schedules may include
teaching in multiple venues. Thus, little time is left for attending professional development
(Koehler et al., 2004; Macdonald & Campbell, 2011). Universities and colleges can address the
needs of the faculty through teacher training offerings; however, adding teacher training to an
increasingly time-constrained schedule can prove inconvenient and often impossible.
Location. Location is seen as an additional barrier to faculty participation. Instructors are
less likely to attend professional development presented outside of their specific discipline or
content area. Instructors noted a lack of relevance to their field of teaching when professional
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training is offered generally and less specifically (Hahn, 2012). A growing majority of faculty
who teach online are adjunct faculty members. Adjuncts are impacted more greatly with the time
requirement and the added inconvenience and expense of traveling to campus during their work
day or after hours when their full-time job ends. When universities only offer training on campus
in face-to-face settings, faculty members either simply cannot attend or may choose not to attend
organized professional development.
Faculty attitudes. When considering the barriers to participating in professional
development, faculty attitudes must be considered. Several factors can be attributed to attitudes,
including perceptions of online teaching and institutional support. One study showed only one
third of faculty members believed online teaching and learning was equal to its face-to-face
counterparts (Herman, 2012). Post-secondary institutions where this perception is the greatest
include Baccalaureate institutions. Faculty members equate a lack of professional development
extended to help them navigate the new online teaching environment with a lack of institutional
support for their teaching efforts. This instills a deeper negative attitude about teaching online.
One study revealed70% of faculty members described their institution’s support as average or
below average, while 20% of institutions of higher learning do not offer any teacher training
whatsoever. While costly technology has been infused into the infrastructure of colleges and
universities, the amount of money provided in budgets to train faculty in the effective use of
technology is not comparable (Marek, 2009).
Tenure historically was used to provide freedom for scholars to research and make public
assumptions without the risk of being terminated from their respective schools. For many
institutions of higher learning, teaching online is not regarded as tenure-worthy, even going so
far as not to recognize the courses taught online as part of the tenure checklist. When faculty do
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not receive credit for teaching online because it lacks in its viability to be counted for tenure,
then the incentive to attend training is not as urgent. Faculty attitude seems to question the need
to learn and improve their teaching practices if they will not gain any advancement for their
efforts. Some universities supply cash incentives for attendance at faculty development offerings
while many do not. Instructors continue to request release time from coursework to adapt to
online teaching environments and to learn new technologies (Marek, 2009). In institutions where
professional development approaches are offered, faculty members often do not regard the
offerings to be beneficial in helping them in their development and delivery of courses. Online
teaching faculty often feel a sense of isolation with regard to receiving help from their IT
departments. They also indicate a general “sink or swim” approach from their institutions
(Marek, 2009; Tallent-Runnels, 2006). Many faculty never receive any kind of recognition from
their institutions for participating in professional development, whether that be a certificate of
achievement, time off for learning, or cash incentives (Shattuck et al., 2011).
Professional development offered to faculty who teach courses in an online environment
has been met with both benefits and barriers. When faculty members participate in professional
development, their technology skills as well as their teaching skills increase. This professional
growth reflects not only in increased student achievement, but also in higher satisfaction rates
among students enrolled in their courses. The literature reflected the benefits of participation in
faculty development but it also indicated barriers. For online teaching faculty, the benefits must
be weighed against the barriers in order to fully appreciate opportunities for faculty development.
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Conclusion
The rise in the number of courses delivered online has increased significantly with the
number of students enrolled in online courses, exceeding 7 million. Post-secondary institutions
have acknowledged the need to compete with institutions within a larger market for student
enrollment. Administrators and those charged with balancing budgets have looked to online
courses for their long-term strategic planning as students have access to an increased number of
facilities to choose from and are no longer constrained by geographical issues. Colleges and
universities realize the need to consider the question of equality among face-to-face courses and
their online counterparts. The increased demand for qualified teachers motivates the need to
provide faculty with training in course design and technical issues, and the move to offer
professional development continues to address the needs of faculty who still grapple with the
pedagogical knowledge of teaching within an online classroom. As the ability to address the
needs of learners within the context of a media-rich environment is a present reality, postsecondary institutions are making efforts to meet the needs of teachers who teach online.
According to a study conducted by Herman (2012) on the frequency and variety of
professional development programs, the actual literature on professional development provided
for instructors who teach online shows very little information on specific factors such as the
actual types of professional development offered and the extent of those offerings. Even so,
institutions are charged with the task of providing quality professional development
opportunities to develop faculty who are able to teach online. The literature indicated examples
of faculty being offered instruction on how to use the technology within an institution-specific
course management system. Lacking in the literature are examples of teacher training which
provides the necessary knowledge to retool or redefine a teaching pedagogy within the confines
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of the online classroom. According to Herman (2012) “CAO (Chief Academic Officers), policy
makers, and faculty development unit directors need data on practices at comparable institutions
in order to inform policy development and strategic planning.” The implications for further
research reveal a need for data which stipulates the means by which post-secondary institutions
inform faculty about online teaching pedagogy. Further research to understand what activities
and specific models of instruction best develop faculty online pedagogy should be developed.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
This chapter presents the research design, context, participants, intervention,
instrumentation, procedures, data collection, and data analysis which address the following
research questions.
1. What are faculty perceptions of online instruction?
2. In what ways does participation in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online teaching and Learning,” influence faculty members’ decisions to
alter their online instruction?
3. What do participants in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,” identify as challenges to implementing
new strategies to their online instruction?
Research Design
The research was designed to as survey research that collected quantitative data.
According to Cresswell (2014), survey research allows for the collection of quantitative data or
the “numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of
that population” (p. 155). The population in this research study met the criteria for survey
research. This was a small population whose opinions and attitudes about online instruction were
analyzed using the data collected from the surveys. The use of surveys allowed for a data
collection within a small amount of time. Data were collected within a 4-week window to ensure
participants were aware of the study and were timely in their responses. Surveys were considered
the most effective form of data collection for this particular study because the surveys were
embedded within a prescribed faculty development available through the Internet by a self-paced
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online instructional intervention. The research utilized three survey instruments for the purpose
of data collection. Participants responded to statements using a Likert scale, which supported the
collection of quantitative data. Because open-ended response questions are beneficial when the
variety of responses is unknown to the researcher (Zikmund, Babin, Car, & Griffin, 2013), openended response questions were included in the surveys in order to elicit personal and individual
responses to the survey questions. The responses were analyzed for the frequency of key words
and phrases, which then were translated into quantitative data.
Context
The site of the research was a regional publicly-funded 4-year residential institution of
higher education in a city with an estimated population of 60,000 people. The approximate
student population at the time of the research study was 11,500, which included 874 out-of-state
students and 491 international students. The university was comprised of 42% male and 58%
female students. The faculty-to-student ratio was 17:1 with an approximate 50-50 split in the
ratio of male to female faculty. The faculty and students exhibited a diverse range of ethnic,
social, and economic backgrounds.
The university had six colleges and offered more than 148 degree programs, including 31
master’s, 12 specialists, and six doctoral programs. The university had several options for online
education. Three bachelor’s degrees and four master’s degrees could be earned through
coursework delivered 100% online, requiring no campus visits. A total of 19 degrees and
certifications were offered by the university completely online or in a hybrid nature, a blend of
online and face-to-face classroom instruction. On average, 160 course sections were taught in
this nature each semester. Of this total number, 14 programs of study were offered through the
College of Education. The programs within the College of Education were fully accredited

32

through the Higher Learning Commission (HCL) and the Council for the Accreditation of
Educational Programs (CAEP). The university used the course management system (CMS)
Blackboard v.9.1 for its online programs. This CMS allowed students and faculty access to a
course from multiple devices with Internet capability and access. The CMS allowed faculty
members to interact with students in a synchronous or asynchronous format.
Participants
Participants from this study were identified from the population of 57 faculty members
from the College of Education (COE) who had experience teaching in an online format. The
COE prepares students for these professional education roles: K-12 teacher preparation,
educational leadership, school counseling, reading, library media, instructional technologies,
higher education student personnel administration, gifted and talented, special education, and
adult education. Basic demographics of the 57 faculty members indicated that 38 have
doctorates, while the remaining faculty (19) held master’s degrees. The majority of faculty
members (77%) were male, and 13% were female. Eleven percent of faculty members identified
as minority. Thus, the majority of the faculty members were white, educated males. The
approximate age range for the participants was between 26-65 years of age; the median age was
43. All faculty members were native English speakers. The 24 faculty members who met the
selection criteria were invited to participate in a needs assessment. This population was also
invited to complete the “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention
along with the associated measures as described in the following sections.
Faculty members who teach in the College of Education were recruited to participate in
the research intervention. The total number of instructors who met the participant criteria was 24.
Of the 24, 14 engaged with the first survey instrument and the instructional intervention, n = 14
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(58.33%). The sample decreased by 1 for Instrument 2 and 3. Because the surveys were
completed anonymously without any identifiers connected to the responses, the researcher was
unable to determine the cause of a participant not fully participating in the research study. Data
collected from item 14 indicated 85.71% of the instructors taught master’s level courses. Data
from item 15 identified the online format instructors used when teaching online. Fifty percent of
the sample taught a blend of both asynchronous and synchronous formats, and 21% of the
respondents taught in a 100% asynchronous format. Data also revealed another 14% taught in a
completely synchronous format. Only two participants (14.28%) ever met face-to-face with their
students. Table 1 and Table 2 represent the corresponding data.
Table 1
Results from Instrument 1, item 14: I am an online instructor in the (choose all that apply).
Response
Undergraduate program
Master’s Level program
Doctoral
Certificate
Other
Total

# (%) of Participants
0
12 (85.71%)
0
1 (7.14%)
1 (7.14%)
14
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Table 2
Results from Instrument 1, item 15: I teach
Response

# (%) of Participants

100% asynchronously. I never see or speak to my students.

3 (21.42%)

100% synchronously. I meet with my students at a regularly

2 (14.28%)

appointed time and day of the week in an online classroom.
A blend of both asynchronous and synchronous.

7 (50.00%)

A blend of asynchronous and face-to-face.

1 (7.14%)

A blend of synchronous and face-to-face.

0

A blend of face-to-face, synchronous, and asynchronous

1 (7.14%)

Total
14

The research intervention for this study was an online, self-paced instructional module
titled “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” completed by the previously
described participants. The Morrison, Roth, Kalman, and Kemp (2011) MRKK instructional
design model was used to guide the development of the “Instructional Strategies for Online
Teaching and Learning” intervention. The MRKK model of instructional design uses a nine-step
process which focuses on four major elements of instructional design: learners, objectives,
methods, and evaluation. The Instructional Intervention content was informed by a needs
assessment and strategies found within the literature. Within the MRKK instructional design
model, consideration for the learner is one of the four major elements. Due to time constraints
and course load placed upon the faculty, it was determined the best mode of instruction was
through a self-paced online format. Because the delivery of the “Instructional Strategies for
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Online Teaching and Learning” intervention followed this mode of delivery, the materials
required for involvement were very few. Participation only required access to a personal
computing device with Internet access capability. The entry page to the “Instructional Strategies
for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention on the Versal website is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Welcome page of the online module, “Instructional Strategies for Online
Teaching and Learning”
Versal is the online course management system used to deliver the instructional content.
The “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention was available
online at https://versal.com/c/k61e4k/learn and consisted of two modules: 1) instructional
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strategies for building a stronger more cohesive community of learners and 2) instructional
strategies to more fully engage students through discussions. The “Instructional Strategies for
Online Teaching and Learning” intervention guided the learner through two self-paced modules
beginning with a pre-participation survey, a welcome, and an introduction. The introduction
outlined the objectives and expectations of what the learner should gain from participation with
the “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention. Each module
provided a short introduction to the content, followed by small subsections of information to
alleviate cognitive overload. For each subsection, participants were guided to engage with
practice questions that provided immediate feedback of the content. Each module ended with a
conclusion summarizing the main points of the module. Finally, Instrument 2: Post-Intervention
Survey and Instrument 3: Post-Participation Survey of Faculty Perceptions completed the
“Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention experience.
Instrumentation
Data were collected using three instruments. Data from these instruments provided
quantitative statistics which informed the three research questions of the study. Data collected
from Instrument 1: Survey of faculty perceptions of online instruction (see Appendix A)
informed research question one: What are faculty perceptions of online instruction? Data
collected from Instrument 2: Post-intervention survey (see Appendix B) informed research
question two: In what ways does participation in a faculty development intervention,
“Instructional Strategies for Online teaching and Learning,” influence faculty members’
decisions to alter their online instruction? Data collected from Instrument 3: Post-participation
survey of faculty perceptions (see Appendix C) informed research question three: What do
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participants in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching
and Learning,” identify as challenges to effecting change in online instruction?
Instrument 1: survey of faculty perceptions of online instruction (see Appendix A). The
first instrument used to collect data prior to participation with the intervention was the 19-item
“Survey of Faculty Perceptions of Online Instruction.” The survey was embedded in the
“Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention. Participants were
given access to complete Instrument 1: Survey of Faculty Perceptions of Online Instruction (see
Appendix A) prior to participation with the instructional intervention. Items 1-13 of the survey
specifically addressed faculty perceptions of online instruction. Items 14 and 15 solicited faculty
demographics. Instrument items 16-18 were open-ended to obtain faculty comments as to their
thoughts about online instruction. Item 19 was also open-ended and allowed participants in the
study to provide further comments they deemed necessary to clarify their answers. Participants
were advised of the following instructions: Using a 4-point Likert scale, 4- Strongly Agree, 3Agree, 2- Disagree, 1- Strongly Disagree, rate how likely you are to agree or disagree with the
following statements.
Instrument 2: post-intervention survey (see Appendix B). At the conclusion of the
“Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention, participants were
asked to complete a post instructional intervention participation survey using Instrument 2: PostIntervention Survey (see Appendix B). The posttest survey was embedded within the
“Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” Intervention. Table 4 outlines the
content for each item of the posttest survey. For questions 1-17, a 5-point Likert Scale was used.
Participants were advised of the following instructions: Using a 5 point scale, 5- Strongly
Agree, 4- Agree, 3- Disagree, 2- Strongly Disagree, 1- I already include this in my instruction,
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rate how likely you are to agree or disagree with the following statements. Question 18 was
open-ended and allowed participants in the study to provide further comments they felt were not
included in the previous questions.
Instrument 3: Post-participation survey of faculty perceptions (see Appendix C).
After participants completed the “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning”
intervention, a post-participation survey was administered using Instrument 3: Post-Participation
Survey of Faculty Perceptions (see Appendix C). Questions 1-9 were designed to provide insight
into faculty perceptions of challenges to implementing online instructional strategies. For each
item a list of responses was provided. Participants were instructed to choose a response which
most closely represented their answer to the instrument item. Participants were responding to the
following statements, shown in Table 5.
Procedures
The proposed study involved two components. These included needs assessment and
research intervention. The procedures for each component are described in this section.
Needs assessment procedures. A needs assessment was conducted as part of the
instructional design process to determine which areas of instructional practice were considered
by the faculty as an instructional area that could be improved upon through participation in an
instructional intervention. A request for participation in the needs assessment was sent by email
to all faculty members within the College of Education. Included in the email was information
about the purpose of the faculty needs assessment survey and a request for faculty members to
participate. Participation was completely voluntary. A second email was sent 10 days after the
first email request for participation in order to gain as much involvement as possible.
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Research intervention procedures. Instructors from the College of Education were
recruited to participate in the intervention. Participants were chosen based on their desire to
participate in the instructional intervention. Because participants recruited to engage in the
“Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention taught some form of
online coursework, whether blended, asynchronous, or synchronous, the instructional
intervention was relevant to their teaching load. Participants were contacted through the
university email system, allowing for multiple recipients of the request to participate. The email
requesting participation included information about how to access the intervention, the amount
of time required to participate, perceived benefits of participation, and an informed consent form
(see Appendix D). In an effort to gain maximum participation, a second email requesting
participation was sent within 10 days later as a follow-up for faculty members who did not
immediately choose to participate. Prior to accessing the “Instructional Strategies for Online
Teaching and Learning” intervention, participants were asked to complete an online survey
created with Google Forms in order for the researcher to gain an understanding of their
experience and perceptions of online teaching. Once participants accessed the online module,
they were requested to complete a survey in order to evaluate their knowledge of instructional
strategies used in online teaching before engaging in the “Instructional Strategies for Online
Teaching and Learning” intervention. Next, participants were guided to begin interaction with
the intervention. The self-paced intervention provided an introduction, two learning modules
with included opportunities for self-examination through the use of periodic practice questions,
and a summary. After completion of the “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and
Learning” intervention, participants measured their learning outcomes through a second
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survey. The last phase required engaging with the post-participation survey which was used to
gain insight into their experience with the intervention.
Participant selection criteria. Participants were selected to complete the “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” intervention based upon the following criteria:
1) The participant was an active faculty member within the College of Education who had
experience instructing or was currently instructing within an online course environment either
asynchronously, synchronously, or as a hybrid course, 2) The faculty member could instruct
graduate or undergraduate course, and 3) The faculty member taught full-time or served as
adjunct faculty.
Recruitment of participants. Instructors from the College of Education were recruited
to participate in the module. Participants were chosen based on their desire to participate in the
instructional intervention. Because participants recruited to engage in the instructional
intervention had previous instructional experience with some form of online coursework,
whether blended, asynchronous, or synchronous, the instructional intervention was relevant to
their teaching load. Included in the request for participation email was information about the
amount of time required to participate, perceived benefits of participation, and an informed
consent form. A second email was sent within 10 days as a follow-up request for participation.
Data collection. Data were collected from responses to surveys before and after
participation in the Instructional Intervention. For the purposes of this research, data were
collected in three phases as outlined in this section. During the first phase, Instrument 1: Survey
of Faculty Perceptions of Online Instruction (see Appendix A) was used for data collection prior
to participation with the instructional intervention. This first phase of data collection was
conducted prior to participant engagement with the instructional intervention. Data from the
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survey were utilized to inform research question one, What are faculty perceptions of online
instruction?
The second phase of data collection utilized Instrument 2: Post-Intervention Survey
(Appendix B), and informed research question two, In what ways does participation in a faculty
development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for Online teaching and Learning,”
influence faculty members’ decisions to alter their online instruction? Instrument 2: PostIntervention Survey (see Appendix B) was embedded at the end of the instructional intervention.
Phase three of the data collection was conducted after completion of the “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning” Intervention. Data collected from Instrument 3:
Post-Participation Survey of Faculty Perceptions (see Appendix C) informed research question
three, What do participants in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for
Online Teaching and Learning,” identify as challenges to effecting change in online instruction?
Table 3 provides the data collection alignment of the research questions to the data source
and further aligns the research questions with the corresponding data collection instrument.
Table 3
Research Questions and Data Sources
Research Question

Data Source
Instrument 1: Survey of Faculty Perceptions of
Online Instruction (see Appendix A). Items 1-19

What are faculty perceptions of online instruction?

Instrument 2: Post-Intervention Survey (see
Appendix B). Items1-18

In what ways does participation in a faculty
development intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online teaching and Learning,”
influence faculty members’ decisions to alter their
online instruction?
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Research Question
What do participants in a faculty development
intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,”
identify as challenges to effecting change in
online instruction?

Data Source
Instrument 3: Post-Participation Survey of
Faculty Perceptions (see Appendix C).
Items 1-7

Figure 2. Alignment of Instruments, Data, and Research Questions

Data Analysis
Cresswell (2003) stated, “A quantitative approach is one in which the investigator
primarily uses post-positivist claims for developing knowledge, employs strategies of inquiry
such as experiments and surveys, and collects data on predetermined instruments that yield
statistical data” ( p.18). This research study sought to measure the opinions and attitudes of the
participants who completed a faculty development intervention for online instruction. The
researcher used a descriptive survey approach to obtain quantitative data from responses to
surveys administered both before and after participation with the instructional intervention. Data
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were collected in each of the three research instruments. Participants, who were not identified
with any personal markers, recorded their responses using a Likert rating scale, a checklist, and
through open response. These types of data collection procedures provided for quantitative data.
Statements such as “other” and “please explain” were included in the instruments in an effort to
clarify participants’ responses, and responses to survey items were tallied for frequency. Surveys
were created using Google Forms. Google Forms provided participants with online access
through their personal computing device to indicate responses to each of the statements within
the instrument. As the responses were posted, participant data were uploaded immediately into a
Google spreadsheet. Utilizing this online application enabled the sequential, immediate, and
simultaneous collection and analysis of data. The data analysis features within Google
Spreadsheets was utilized by the researcher to organize and manipulate the data for calculations.
Biases and Subjectivities
The researcher was an adjunct faculty member for 5 years at the institution of higher
learning where the research study was conducted and taught within the College of Education as
an online instructor. Bracketing was employed to ensure the absence of bias or impartiality to
participants, the research purpose, or the subject of the study.
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Chapter 4
Report of Findings
The purpose of this research study was to explore various aspects of higher education
online instruction by examining the perceptions of instructors who teach online courses and who
complete a faculty development intervention for online teaching. The research study explored
faculty members’ perceptions of barriers and challenges to implementing strategies presented in
a faculty development for online instruction. The study included the use of three instruments and
an instructional intervention. The findings of the study are organized by research questions.
Faculty Perceptions of Online Instruction
This section addresses the first research question: What are faculty perceptions of online
instruction? Data from Instrument 1 were used, and the collected data informed the research. The
results of the survey are categorized by time, confidence and motivation, faculty development
and academic equivalence.
Time. When asked to rate the statement in question 1: “I allow the same amount of time
for preparation when teaching online as face-to-face,” six (42.85%) strongly agreed with the
statement, and two (14.28%) agreed, while five (35.71%) disagreed and one (7.14%) strongly
disagreed. The results of Instrument 1, item 1 are shown in Table 4.
Table 4
Results from Instrument 1, item 1: I allow the same amount of time for preparation when
teaching online as face-to-face.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
6 (42.85%)
Agree
2 (14.28%)
Disagree
5 (35.71%)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.14%)
Total
14
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Item 18 addressed barriers and challenges to instructional choices by asking, “What
barriers or challenges exist to making these changes?” Overall, “time” seemed to be the barrier
and challenge most often mentioned. Responses indicated the lack of time to develop and learn
new skills.
Participant 2: Part is my lack of skill, and part is time to develop and learn new
applications.
Participant 4: Time . . . and also students. You can’t make all of them happy.
Participant 7: Time
Participant 10: I will need the time and opportunities to learn new things . . .
Confidence and motivation. Study participants were asked to rate the statement in
question 2: I am confident in my ability to create discussions which foster student engagement
and critical thinking in my online classroom. Eleven of the participants indicated they strongly
agreed (21.40%) or agreed (57.14%), while only three of the participants disagreed (21.40%).
The same was true for question 3: I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of
community between students in my online classroom. Overall, the majority of the faculty
members (64.28%) agreed and 21.42% strongly agreed in their ability to create an atmosphere of
community among students enrolled in online courses. Only two (14.28%) disagreed with the
statement. Results from Instrument 1, item 2, are shown in Table 5. Results from Instrument 1,
item 3, are shown in Table 6.
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Table 5
Results from Instrument 1, item 2: I am confident in my ability to create discussions which foster
student engagement and critical thinking in my online classroom.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (21.40%)
Agree
8 (57.14%)
Disagree
3 (21.40%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14

Table 6
Results from Instrument 1, item 3: I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of
community between students in my online classroom.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (21.42%)
Agree
9 (64.28%)
Disagree
2 (14.28%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14
For the statement in item 8, I feel my students are equally as engaged in the course
content regardless of the teaching environment: online or face-to-face, 28.57% strongly agreed,
35.71% agreed, and 35.71% disagreed. The results of item 8 are shown in Table 7.
Table 7
Results from Instrument 1, item 8: I feel my students are equally as engaged in the course content
regardless of the teaching environment; online or face-to-face.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (28.57%)
Agree
5 35.71(%)
Disagree
5 (35.71%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14

Study participants were asked to rate their perceptions about motivation to teach online.
Two items, 4 and 6, sought to understand faculty members’ motivations to teach within an online
format. Results of item 4 indicated a majority of faculty members viewed teaching online as a
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rewarding experience, five (35.71%) strongly agreed and eight (57.14%) agreed. Results of item
6 show a similar view as 78.56% indicated their preference to teach in an online environment.
Results from Instrument 1, item 4, are shown in Table 8. Results from Instrument 1, item 6, are
shown in Table 9.
Table 8
Results from Instrument 1, item 4: I feel teaching online is professionally rewarding.
Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

# (%) of Participants
5 (35.71%)
8 (57.14%)
1 (7.14%)
0
14

Table 9
Results from Instrument 1, item 4: I prefer to teach online.
Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

# (%) of Participants
6 (42.85%)
5 (35.71%)
3 (21.42%)
0
14__________________________________

Faculty development. Four survey items, 5, 10, 11, and 12, addressed the issue of
faculty development. Analysis of the results from item 5, I have ample opportunities to
participate in faculty development to support my online instruction, indicate participants in the
study felt the faculty development provided by their institution was ample. Four (28.57%)
strongly agreed, six (42.85%) agreed, and four (28.57%) disagreed. Survey item 10 assessed how
adequately the faculty development opportunities met their instructional needs. Ten of the
participants indicated they strongly agreed (24.42%) or agreed (50%) with the statement, I have
ample opportunities to participate in faculty development to support my online instruction. Four
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(28.57%) disagreed with the statement. Survey item 11 posed the statement, I prefer to attend
faculty development. Of the answer options, 11 indicated they preferred to attend faculty
development opportunities in a conference setting (64.28%) or through webinars (14.28%). None
(0%) of the respondents indicated their preference for faculty development delivered on campus.
Some faculty chose to include personal statements under the option of “other.” Statements such
as the need for “one-on-one guidance and support” or ‘it depends on the content’ were offered.
Item 12 addressed the faculty members’ initiative to seek opportunities for development of their
online instructional skills. All of the participants indicated they individually sought opportunities
to improve their skills, with 42.85% strongly agreeing and 57.14% agreeing. The results for
Instrument 1, items 5, 10, 11 and 12, are shown in Tables 10-13.
Table 10
Results from Instrument 1, item 5: I have ample opportunities to participate in faculty
development to support my online instruction.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (28.57%)
Agree
6 (42.85%)
Disagree
4 (28.57%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14
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Table 11
Results from Instrument 1, item 10: The opportunities made available to me for faculty
development which support my online instruction meet my instructional needs.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (24.42%)
Agree
7 (50%)
Disagree
4 (28.57%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14
Table 12
Results from Instrument 1, item 11: I prefer to attend faculty development
Response
in conference settings.
through webinars.
on campus faculty development
Other
one on one guidance and support
all of the above in any format
it depends on the content
Total

# (%) of Participants
9 (64.28%)
2 (14.28%)
0
1 (7.14%)
1 (7.17%)
1 (7.14%)
14

Table 13
Results from Instrument 1, item 12: I look for faculty development opportunities to develop my
online instructional skills.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
6 (42.85%)
Agree
8 (57.14%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14 _________________________________
To gain further insight into faculty perceptions of online teaching and learning, faculty
members were asked four open-ended questions in which they could answer in their own words.
The questions were designed to assist in understanding faculty perceptions that were not fully
captured through the Likert scale. Participants were asked, “What changes, if any, would you
make to your online instructional practice?” A majority of the responses included comments
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about strengthening a sense of community and connecting with students. The following
comments are provided as anecdotal evidence.
Participant 2: I would seek to provide more creative presentations, using more media,
and I would make it more user-friendly. I would also have a more blended model with
some face-to-face. I would also like to strengthen the sense of community.
Participant 4: I’m always looking for new ideas. My main concern is connecting with my
students and ensuring their engagement in the content.
Participant 7: More discussion among students
Participant 10: I want to incorporate more student driven discussions
Item 17, How would these changes benefit your instruction and the students you teach?
further questioned the responses to item 16.
Participant 2: The face-to-face contact would reinforce commitment to the course goals
and allow students an opportunity to ask questions.
Participant 4: Online courses evolve. Changes are inevitable. Students nearly always
benefit when the instructor is open to change and responds to course evaluation
feedback.
Participant 7: They would be able to see other points of views better.
Participant 10: My online courses would allow for differentiated instruction and student
interaction if some components were more student-driven.
Academic equivalence. Instrument 1, survey items 7, 8, 9, and 13, explored the study
participants’ perceptions of academic equivalence between traditional face-to-face formats for
instructional delivery and online instructional delivery. When asked to respond to the statement
in survey item 7, It’s easy to achieve the same level of contact with my online students compared
to that of my students I teach in a face-to-face class, the views were split. Of those responding, 1
(7.14%) strongly agreed, 5 (35.71%) agreed, 7 (50%) disagreed, and 1 (7.14%) strongly
disagreed. Results for item 7 are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14
Results from Instrument 1, item 7: It’s easy to achieve the same level of contact with my online
students compared to that of my students I teach in a face-to-face class.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
1 (7.14%)
Agree
5 (35.71%)
Disagree
7 (50%)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.14%)
Total
14

Item 9 further explored participants’ perceptions of academic equivalence between
students who graduate from a fully online program versus a traditional counterpart. Item 9 states,
Students who graduate from a fully online program are equal in their content knowledge and
skill set as students who graduate from a traditional face-to-face program. More than half of the
respondents agreed (57.14%) or strongly agreed (21.42%) with the statement. Three of the
responses strongly disagreed (21.42%). Results from Instrument 1, item 9 are shown in Table 15.
Table 15
Results from Instrument 1, item 9: The students who graduate from a fully online program are
equal in their content knowledge and skill set as students who graduate from a traditional faceto-face program.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (21.42%)
Agree
8 (57.14%)
Disagree
3 (21.42%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
14
The last statement, which dealt with perceptions of academic equivalence was item 13,
Given the opportunity, I would prefer to hire an instructor who graduated from a more
traditional face-to-face program than with an online degree. The analysis indicated a close
opposition of opinions. Of the total responses, 8 (57%) of the participants agreed (50%) or
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strongly agreed (7.14%) with the statement as opposed to 43% of the participants disagreeing
(35.71%) or strongly disagreeing (7.14%).
Table 16
Results from Instrument 1, item 13: Given the opportunity, I would prefer to hire an instructor
who graduated from a more traditional face-to-face program than with an online degree.
Response_
# (%) of Participants_
Strongly Agree
1 (7.14%)
Agree
7 (50%)
Disagree
5 (35.71%)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.14%)
Total
14
The last item for Instrument 1, item 19, allowed participants to provide additional
comments they deemed necessary to express their opinion of online instruction with this
statement: Use this section for any additional comments about your perceptions of online
teaching not addressed in this previous section. Three of the faculty participants added additional
comments, which showed the need for improvement and enhanced outcomes, the preference for
the convenience of online instruction, and the feeling of isolation felt within an online course
environment. The following comments are presented as anecdotal evidence.
Participant 2: Online instruction has advanced my curricular development, instructional
strategies, and assessment techniques and tools in many different ways that benefit the
learners, myself, and our program; online instruction increases the responsibilities
placed on the learners, the teacher, and the program in ways that improves and enhances
the outcomes.
Participant 5: As an instructor, I prefer it simply for its convenience. Most students feel
the same way; however, my older students frequently express they prefer face-to-face
traditional instruction.
Participant 13: Online instructors are also very isolated, the same as most of the students
. . . this can hurt the instructors in the long run.
The analysis of the responses to Instrument 1 survey items indicate overall the
participants had positive perceptions of online teaching and learning. They were generally
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confident in the ability to create instruction that promotes community and student engagement.
Of the responses, time appeared to be the greatest factor creating the largest challenge and barrier
to implementing new skills for online instruction. Regarding perceptions of educational equity,
the respondents positively indicated their perceptions of equity between students taught through
online instruction as opposed to a traditional face-to-face format. Despite these positive
perceptions, the analysis indicated their opinions on hiring a colleague who obtained a degree
through an online platform were mixed.
Faculty Online Instructional Decisions after Development Intervention
After study participants completed Instrument 1, they engaged in a self-paced online
instructional intervention, “Instructional Strategies for Online teaching and Learning” and then
complete the second instrument. Data collected from Instrument 2 were used to inform research
question two: Does participation in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies
for Online teaching and Learning,” affect faculty members’ decisions to alter their online
instruction? Items 1-16 examined the study participants experience with strategies presented in
the intervention. A 5-point Likert scale, 5 - Strongly Agree, 4- Agree, 3 - Disagree, 2- Strongly
Disagree 1 - I already include this in my instruction, was used. Overall, the participants in the
instructional intervention positively indicated their intention to include strategies presented in the
intervention. It is noted that some of the faculty currently used the strategies presented and
indicated that in their response. The following data are presented in chronological order as
presented in survey Instrument 2.
For Instrument 2, item 1, four (30.76%) strongly agreed and 3 (23.07%) agreed to include
a personal video or audio introduction, while six (46.15%) already included this in their
instruction. Results from this item are shown in Table 17.
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Table 17
Results from Instrument 2, item 1: I will include in my online instruction a video or audio
introduction of myself.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (30.76%)
Agree
3 (23.07%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
0
I already include this in my instruction
6 (46.15%)
Total
13
For Instrument 2, item 2, five (38.46%) strongly agreed and five (38.46%) agreed to
include a committed work space for students to discuss class content, while three (23.07%)
already include this in their instruction. Item 2 results are displayed in Table 18.
Table 18
Results from Instrument 2, item 2: I will include in my online instruction a committed work
space for students to discuss class content.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
5 (38.46%)
Agree
5 (38.46%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
0
I already include this in my instruction
3 (23.07%)
Total
13

For Instrument 2, item 3, four participants (30.76%) strongly agreed and four (30.76%)
agreed to include a class activity to analyze and promote exemplary discussions. Five of the
participants (23.07%) were credited with a response of disagree, one (7.69%) strongly disagreed,
and one (7.69%) already included this practice during instruction. Table 19 displays these results.
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Table 19
Results from Instrument 2, item 3: I will include in my online instruction a class activity to
analyze and promote exemplary discussions.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (30.76%)
Agree
4 (30.76%)
Disagree
3 (23.07%)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
I already include this in my instruction
1 (7.69 %)
Total
13
For Instrument 2, item 4, three participants (23.07%) strongly agreed and 7(53.84%)
agreed to include a personal discussion post for student analysis. One participant (7.69%)
responded with strongly disagree and one (7.69%) already include this practice during
instruction. Table 20 displays results of item 4.
Table 20
Results from Instrument 2, item 4: I will include in my online instruction my personal discussion
post for student analysis.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (23.07%)
Agree
7 (53.84%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
I already include this in my instruction
1 (7.69%)
Total
13
For Instrument 2, item 5, four participants (30.07%) strongly agreed and two (15.38%)
agreed to include in their discussions the instructional strategy of answering questions with a
question in order to challenge students to think critically. Two responses were recorded with
disagree (7.69%) and strongly disagree (7.69%). Five of the study participants (38.4%) indicated
their current use of the strategy. Table 21 displays results from item 5.
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Table 21
Results from Instrument 2, item 5: I will include in my online instruction the instructional
strategy of “answering questions with a question in order to challenge students to think
critically.”
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (30.07%)
Agree
2 (15.38%)
Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
I already include this in my instruction
5 (38.4%)
Total
13

For Instrument 2, item 6, three participants (38.46%) strongly agreed and four (30.07%)
agreed to include in their instruction the creation of an online tour of the most used features of
the course management system. One participant (7.69%) disagreed, and five of the study
participants (38.4%) indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 22 displays results from
item 6.
Table 22
Results from Instrument 2, item 6: I will include in my online instruction the creation of an
online tour of the most used features of my course shell.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (38.46%)
Agree
4 (30.07%)
Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
Strongly Disagree
0
I already include this in my instruction
5 (38.40%)
Total
13
The instructional intervention presented several options for discussion board topics which
could potentially heighten community and increase student engagement and critical thinking. A
5-point Likert scale, 5-Strongly agree, 4- Agree, 3- Disagree, 2-Strongly disagree, 1- I already
include this in my instruction, was used. The following data are presented as evidence.
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For Instrument 2, item 7, three (30.07%) of those responding strongly agreed and four
(15.38%) agreed to include case studies within online discussion in order to challenge students to
think critically. One response was recorded as strongly disagree (7.69%). Five of the study
participants (38.4%) indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 23 displays results of item
7.
Table 23
Results from Instrument 2, item 7: I will include case studies in my online discussion in order to
challenge students to think critically.
Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
I already include this in my instruction
Total

# (%) of Participants
3 (30.07%)
4 (15.38%)
0
1 (7.69 %)
5 (38.4%)
13

For Instrument 2, item 8, 30.76% of those responding strongly agreed and 38.46% agreed
to include case studies within an online discussion in order to challenge students to think
critically. One response (7.69%) was recorded as disagree, and three of the study participants
(23.07%) indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 24 displays results of item 8.
Table 24
Results from Instrument 2, item 8: I will include areas of controversy in my online discussion in
order to challenge students to think critically.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (30.76%)
Agree
5 (38.46%)
Disagree
1 (7.69%)
Strongly Disagree
0
I already include this in my instruction
3 (23.07%)
Total
13
For Instrument 2, item 9, three (23.07%) of those responding strongly agreed and two
(15.38%) agreed to include the instructional strategy of Summarize a Topic in an online
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discussion in order to challenge students to think critically. One response (7.69%) was recorded
as strongly disagree, and seven of the study participants (53.84%) indicated their current use of
the strategy. Table 25 displays results of item 9.
Table 25
Results from Instrument 2, item 9: I will include in my online instruction the instructional
strategy of Summarize a Topic in my online discussions in order to challenge students to think
critically.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
3 (23.07%)
Agree
2 (15.38%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.69 %)
I already include this in my instruction
7 (53.84%)
Total
13

For Instrument 2, item 10, four (30.07%) of those responding strongly agreed and two
(15.38%) agreed to include the instructional strategy of Tie it Together in an online discussion.
One response (7.69%) was recorded as strongly disagree, and six (46.15%) of the study
participants indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 26 display results from item 10.
Table 26
Results from Instrument 2, item 10: I will include in my online discussion the instructional
strategy of Tie It Together.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4(30.07%)
Agree
2(15.38%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
1(7.69%)
I already include this in my instruction
6(46.15%)
Total
13

For Instrument 2, item 11, four (30.76%) of those responding strongly agreed and four
(30.76%) agreed to include the instructional strategy of instructional strategy of Personal Online
Journal in order to challenge students to think critically. Two responses (15.38%) were recorded
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as disagree and one (7.69%) as strongly disagree. Two of the study participants (15.38%)
indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 27 displays results of item 11.
Table 27
Results from Instrument 2, item 11: I will include in my online instruction the instructional
strategy of Personal Online Journal.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
4 (30.76%)
Agree
4 (30.76%)
Disagree
2 (15.38%)
Strongly Disagree
1 (7.69%)
I already include this in my instruction
2 (15.38%)
Total
13
For Instrument 2, item 12, five (38.46%) of those responding strongly agreed and three
(23.07%) agreed to include the instructional strategy of including ancillary audio, video, or
alternative reading assignments to their discussions. Five of the study participants (38.46%)
indicated their current use of the strategy. Table 28 displays results of item 12.
Table 28
Results from Instrument 2, item 12: I will include in my online instruction ancillary audio, video,
or alternative reading assignments.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
5 (38.46%)
Agree
3 (23.07%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
0
I already include this in my instruction
5 (38.46%)
Total
13
In the last section of Instrument 2, the research participants were again questioned about
their level of confidence in the ability to foster student engagement and critical thinking in their
online instruction and their level of confidence in the ability to create an atmosphere of
community among students enrolled in their online instruction after participating in the
instructional intervention. A 5-point Likert scale was utilized. Data from questions 13-19 are
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presented as evidence. For Instrument 2, item 13, six (46.15%) of those responding strongly
agreed and six (46.15%) agreed to the statement, I am confident in my ability to create
discussions which foster student engagement and critical thinking in my online classroom. One
respondent (7.69%) disagreed. The results of item 13 are reported in Table 29.
Table 29
Results from Instrument 2, item 13: I am confident in my ability to create discussions which
foster student engagement and critical thinking in my online classroom.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
6 (46.15%)
Agree
6 (46.15%)
Disagree
1 (7.69%)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
13
To evaluate whether a change occurred in the level of instructor confidence before and
after participation with the instructional intervention, data were compared between Instrument 2,
item 13 and Instrument 1, item 2. The data comparison indicated a positive increase in the
confidence level of participants in their ability create discussions which foster student
engagement and critical thinking in an online classroom after having completed the instructional
intervention. Table 30 reports the data comparison between the two items.
Table 30
Comparison of the data collected for Instrument 1, item 2, and Instrument 2, item 13
Instrument 1 Item 2 Instrument 2 Item 13

Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

# (%) of Participants
3 (21.40%)
8 (57.14%)
3 (21.40%)
0
14
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# (%) of Participants
6 (46.15%)
6 (46.15%)
1 (7.69%)
0
13

For Instrument 2, item 14, participants were asked to rate their level of confidence in the
ability to create an atmosphere of community between students in an online classroom. Of those
responding, seven (53.84%) of those responding strongly agreed and six (46.15%) agreed to the
statement, I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of community between students
in my online classroom. The results of item 14 are reported in Table 31.
Table 31
Results from Instrument 2, item 14: I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of
community between students in my online classroom.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
7 (53.84%)
Agree
6 (46.15%)
Disagree
0
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
13

To evaluate whether a change occurred in the level of instructor confidence before and
after participation with the instructional intervention, data were compared between Instrument 1,
item 3, and Instrument 2, item 14. The data comparison indicated a positive increase in the
confidence level of participants when asked to rate their level of confidence in their ability create
an atmosphere of community between student in an online classroom after having completed the
instructional intervention. Table 32 reports the data comparison between the two items.
Table 32
Comparison of the data collected for Instrument 1, item 3 and Instrument 2, item 14

Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

Instrument 1 Item 2
# (%) of Participants
3 (21.42%)
9 (64.28%)
2 (14.28%)
0
14

Instrument 2 Item 13
# (%) of Participants
7 (53.84%)
6 (36.15%)
0
0
13
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Survey item 15 in the second survey simply asked if the instruction received through the
instructional intervention was perceived as being of benefit to improve their instructional
practice. The majority of those responding indicated a positive benefit for having participated in
the intervention. The results reported two (15.38%) strongly agreed, nine (69.23%) agreed, and
two (15.38%) disagreed. The results for item 15 are shown in Table 33.
Table 33
Results from Instrument 2, item 15: The instruction helped me improve my online teaching
practice.
Response
# (%) of Participants
Strongly Agree
2 (15.38%)
Agree
9 (69.23%)
Disagree
2 (15.38 %)
Strongly Disagree
0
Total
13

Item 16 questioned the participants about their intent to changes their online instructional
practice after engaging in the instructional intervention. The question allowed for an open
response in order to more fully capture individual perceptions. Of the 13 participants who
completed the second survey, 10 (76.92%) positively indicated they would make changes to their
instructional practice. Additional open comments included specific strategies from the
instructional intervention. The comments were equal in the responses between building
community and fostering critical thinking and student engagement. Overall, the participants
indicated they would change their instructional practices by including a space within their online
courses for students to meet and work together. Table 34 reports individual responses by
participant.
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Table 34
Instrument 2, Item 16: In this unit you were introduced to several instructional strategies. What
change(s), if any, will you make to your online instructional practice?
Participant
Response
1

No response given

2

Work to create space for community building. Continue to seek
ways to be more engaging.

3

Strengthen the work space for learners to share their professional
conversations.

4

No response given

5

More websites, videos, blogs, and screencasts. Possibly a lounge
area.

6

I liked the online journal idea.

7

Personal engagement

8

Discussion format will be more rigorous.

9

I'm not sure that I would make any changes as I was already familiar
with strategies discussed.

10

Posting an All About Us Folder for biographies from students
before the course begins.

11

I will need to learn to facilitate online discussion better.

12

Introduction of myself, online examples or models for technology,
Student Lounge area.

13

I plan to incorporate the idea of modeling how to respond to a
discussion post by allowing them to analyze one of my posts. I also
plan to implement a student work space. Thanks for the idea.

Instrument 2, item 17 addressed the question, How do you perceive the changes(s) will
benefit your online instructional practice? Of the respondents, 10 of the 13 responses to survey
item 17 indicated most of the participants perceived implementing the strategies would enhance
engagement and critical thinking as well as create community among students who enroll in their
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online courses. An analysis of the responses to item 17 indicated the participants perceived the
strategies presented in the instructional intervention would benefit their online instructional
practice. Phrases such as “caring atmosphere,” “deeper learning,” “more engaged,” and “move to
more challenging and thought provoking work” were noted. Table 35 reports the data for item 17
by individual participant. Comments underlined in the table support engagement and critical
thinking whereas the others support community.
Table 35
Instrument 2, Item 17: How do you perceive the changes(s) will benefit your online instructional
practice?
Participant
Response
1

No response given to item 16 or 17

2

Increase student engagement and deepen level of understanding . . . move to
more challenging and thought provoking work rather than busy work.

3

The course will offer opportunities for the learners to ask questions of and gain
new insights from their peers.

4

No response given to item 16 or 17

5

Build more community.

6

Take it more seriously.

7

More engaged.

8

The students will post more than basic content knowledge/superficial answers
for deeper learning.

9

n/a (Response to 16: I'm not sure that I would make any changes as I was
already familiar with strategies discussed)

10

Develop a sense of community and a caring atmosphere.

11

It will keep my students more challenged and engaged.

12

Students will get to know more about me. They will practice using technology
tools. They will have an area for socializing with their classmates.

13

I think the student work space will cut down on questions emailed to me since
they tend to ask the same questions.
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Faculty Challenges with Implementing New Online Strategies
Data from Instrument 3 informed research question three: What do participants in a
faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,”
identify as challenges to implementing new strategies to their online instruction? For Instrument
3, item 1, the participants were asked about perceived challenges to implementing new strategies
in their online instructional practice. Item three was delivered in two parts. The first part
provided a list of possible answer choices followed by an open-response section in which the
participants were asked to provide additional comments. The comment section was provided to
promote clarity to the previous answer. Participants could choose any or all of the possible
answer choices provided. The answer of “other’ enabled participants to list additional items not
contained in the list of possible answer choices. Possible responses included time, monetary
incentive, scholarly recognition, motivation, technology infrastructure, personal technology
skills, student technology skills, administrative support, faculty development, and other. Table 36
represents the data collected from Instrument 3, item 1. The data are organized by participant.
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Table 36
Instrument 3, Item 1: What challenges exist to implementing new strategies for online instruction? For clarification
purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 1.
Participant

Response (part 1)

Follow-up (part 2)

1

Scholarly recognition

none

2

Time Technology infrastructure Personal technology
skills Administrative support
Faculty development

Time is self-explanatory. I have participated
in online training before. I think I need
ongoing, job-embedded professional
development with more than one shot types
of training. I need to learn it, go back and do
it, strengthen it, add a little more, do it . . .
etc.

3

Time Monetary incentives Scholarly recognition
Personal technology skills

In order to advance my capacity, time is
needed to explore options and incorporate
them into the course.

4

Time

none

5

Time Monetary incentives Motivation
Personal technology skills Student technology skills

The checked responses sum up my
challenges.

6

Time Monetary incentives Scholarly recognition
Motivation Technology infrastructure Personal
technology skills Student technology skills
Administrative support
Faculty development

none

7

Monetary incentives Student technology skills

none

8

Time Scholarly recognition

9

Time Motivation

None

10

Time Technology infrastructure

Time management is always a factor, and
the technology infrastructure sometimes
causes a glitch in the online session.

11

Time Monetary incentives Scholarly recognition
Student technology skills Faculty development

none

12

Time Technology infrastructure Personal technology
skills

none

13

Student technology skills

None

Time is the biggest factor for faculty
development to learn new techniques and best
practices.
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Data collected from Instrument 3, item 1, were analyzed for frequency. The analysis
revealed time was the most perceived challenge influencing faculty members’ decisions to
implement new strategies for online instruction followed by monetary incentives, scholarly
recognition, and technology skills for both themselves and the students they instruct. Table 37
shows the results from item 18.
Table 37
Results from Instrument 3, item 1: What challenges exist to implementing new strategies for
online instruction?
Response
(%) of Participants (n = 13)
Time
76.92%
Monetary incentive
38.46%
Scholarly recognition
38.46%
Motivation
23.07%
Technology infrastructure
30.76%
Personal technology skills
38.46%
Student technology skills
38.46%
Administrative support
15.38%
Faculty Development
23.97%
Other
0

Instrument 3, item 2, explored faculty members’ perceptions of factors with a positive
influence over their instructional design choices for online instruction. Item 2 was written in two
parts. The first section asked, What factors positively influence your instructional decisions as it
pertains to implementing new strategies for online instruction? Possible responses included time,
monetary incentive, scholarly recognition, motivation, technology infrastructure, personal
technology skills, student technology skills, administrative support, faculty development, other.
Section 2 provided an option for respondents to add additional information using the prompt, For
clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 2. Table 38
represents the data collected from Instrument 3, item 2. The data are organized by participant.
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Table 38
Results from Instrument 3, item 2: What factors positively influence your instructional decisions
as it pertains to implementing new strategies for online instruction? For clarification purposes,
please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 2.
Participant

Response (part 1)

Follow-up response (part2)

1

Time Monetary incentives Motivation

2

Motivation

I want to do a better job, and I
want my student evaluations
to reflect that they are
learning through my creative
application of strategies to an
online format.

3

Time Monetary incentives Scholarly recognition
Personal technology skills Administrative support
Faculty development

Professional development is
extremely beneficial!

4

Motivation Personal technology skills Faculty
development

5

Scholarly recognition Motivation Personal technology
skills
Administrative support Faculty development

6

Motivation Student technology skills

7

Monetary incentives Student technology skills

8

Motivation Student technology skills

9

Time Technology infrastructure Personal technology
skills

10

Motivation Personal technology skills Student
technology skills Administrative support Faculty
development

11

Administrative support Faculty development

12

Time Motivation Faculty development

13

Personal technology skills Student technology skills
Faculty development
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The checked responses sum
up my influences.

All the above noted factors
contribute.

Data collected from Instrument 3, item 2, were analyzed for frequency. The analysis
found motivation and faculty development followed by personal technology skills and the
technology skills of students as the greatest factor which yields positive influence on
instructional practice. Instrument 1, items 5, 10, 11, and 12 provided data on the participants’
views of faculty development. The data showed faculty members perceived the faculty
development offered by their institution was ample and adequately met their needs. This data
supports the response that faculty development is perceived as a positive influence on
instructional needs. Table 39 indicates the results from item 2.
Table 39
Results from Instrument 3, item 2: What factors positively influence your instructional decisions
as it pertains to implementing new strategies for online instruction? For clarification purposes,
please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 2.
Response
Time
Monetary incentive
Scholarly recognition
Motivation
Technology infrastructure
Personal technology skills
Student technology skills
Administrative support
Faculty Development
Other

(%) of Participants
30.76%
15.38%
15.38%
53.84%
7.69%
46.15%
38.46%
30.76%
53.84%
0

Item 3 of Instrument 3 sought to gain insight into perceived challenges of building
community among a group of students enrolled in an online course. Item 3: What do you
perceive as challenges to building community with an online group of students? For clarification
purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response for item 3. Possible answer
choices included student participation, time, technology issues, and other. The data collected
from Instrument 3, item 3, are included in Table 40 and organized by participant.
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Table 40
Results from Instrument 3, item 3: What do you perceive as challenges to building community with an
online group of students? For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response
for item 3.
Participant

Response (part 1)

Follow-up response (part 2)

1

Other

The biggest challenges is me. I spend tremendous
amounts of time loading content, and I want to focus
more on process.

2

Student participation
Time
Technology issues
Other

I am challenged in ensuring that the community
maintains its focus and stays positive, productive, and
professional.

3

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

none

4

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

The checked responses have and continue to be
challenges for me.

5

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

none

6

none

none

7

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

Most students take online courses because time is an
issue—they are working, have families, etc. Technology
also becomes an issue.

8

Student participation
Technology issues

none

9

Other

Need to have at least one face-to-face meeting.

10

Other

Sometimes students’ technology proficiency is in the
way.

11

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

none

12

Student participation
Technology issues

none

13

Student participation
Time
Technology issues

none

14

Student participation

none
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Data collected from Instrument 3, item 3, were analyzed for frequency. The analysis
revealed the greatest factor indicated as a challenge to building community with an online group
of students was student participation (61.53%), followed by technology issues (53.84%).
Instructor and student technology skills mentioned in Instrument 3, item 1, were also considered
a challenge to implementing new strategies for online instruction. Time (46.15%) was a
challenge to building community. Table 41 indicates the results from item 3.
Table 41
Results from Instrument 3, item 3: What do you perceive as challenges to building community
with an online group of students? For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your
previous response to item 4.
Response
(%) of Participants
Student participation
61.53%
Time
46.15%
Technology issues
53.84%
Other
23.07%

Instrument 3, item 4, focused on the challenge of creating discussions that promote
critical thinking and student engagement. Item 4 specifically asked, What do you perceive as
challenges to creating discussions which promote critical thinking and student engagement? For
clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 4. Possible
answer choices included student participation, time, and technology issues. Included as an
answer choice was the option of “other,” allowing for space to add an answer not included in the
list of answer options. The majority of the participants indicated student participation was the
greatest challenge to promoting critical thinking and student engagement. Of note were the openended follow-up responses which indicated the instructors’ perceptions that students played a
significant role in their ability to foster critical thinking and student engagement. The following
anecdotal data is presented as evidence.
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Participant 5: I find students often unwilling to put the effort necessary into critical
thinking.
Participant 6: Students are hard to motivate and teaching critical thinking skills should
begin at a younger age. If they don't have it by the time they reach college, it's hard to do
it.
Participant 8: Again, time is the biggest factor but student participation is also a factor.
Many students don't perceive online discussion as relevant.
Participant 10: Getting students used to expressing critical ideas.
Participant 11: Most of my students are working full-time, and they may not have much
time to think critically, and some of them are not used to thinking critically.
Table 42 represents the results of Instrument 3, item 4. The data are categorized by participant.
Table 42
Results from Instrument 3, item 4: What do you perceive as challenges to creating discussions which
promote critical thinking and student engagement? For clarification purposes, please elaborate based
upon your previous response to item 4.
Participant

Response (part 1)

Follow-up response (part 2)

1

Student participation

none

2

3

I know how to do this part . . . I will add more
challenging questions and ask students to give feedback
on my posts.
Student participation
Time
Technology issues

I would benefit from one-to-one instruction and
observing an effective model.

(other) I am challenged in
promoting critical thinking and
student engagement that are
relevant, meaningful, and
developmentally appropriate.
4

Student participation
Time

none

5

Student participation

I find students often unwilling to put the effort
necessary into critical thinking.

6

Student participation

Students are hard to motivate, and teaching critical
thinking skills should begin at a younger age. If they
don't have it by the time they reach college, it's hard to
do it.
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Participant

Response (part 1)

Follow-up response (part 2)

7

none

none

8

Student participation,
Time

Again, time is the biggest factor but student
participation is also a factor. Many students don't
perceive online discussion as relevant.

9

Student participation
Technology issues

none

10

Student participation

Getting students used to expressing critical ideas.

11

Time

Most of my students are working full time, and they
may not have much time to think critically, and some of
them are not used to thinking critically.

12

Student participation

none

13

Student participation

none

Data collected from Instrument 3, item 4, were analyzed for frequency. The analysis
revealed the greatest factors indicated by participants of this study as a challenge to creating
discussions which promote critical thinking and student engagement with an online group of
students were student participation (76.92%) and time (38.46%). Table 43 indicates the
frequency of results from item 4.
Table 43
Results from Instrument 3, item 4: What do you perceive as challenges to building community
with an online group of students? For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your
previous response to item 4.
Response
(%) of Participants
Student participation
76.92%
Time
38.46%
Technology issues
23.07%
Other
7.69%
Instrument 3, item 5, was the last survey item and provided an opportunity for the
research study participants to add any further comments which addressed challenges to online
instruction. Only one additional comment, “This all helps,” was made.
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Chapter Summary
The purpose of this research study was to explore various aspects of higher education
online instruction by examining the perceptions of instructors who teach online courses and who
completed a faculty development intervention for online teaching. Data collected from each of
the three instruments were analyzed. The data results were organized by research question.
Themes emerged and were supported by the data. Chapter 5 will discuss the report of findings.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of this research study was to explore the various aspects of higher education
online instruction by examining the perceptions of instructors who teach online courses and who
completed a prescribed professional development for online teaching. The participants for this
study were recruited from the college of education faculty of a regional university. From that
pool, 24 instructors with experience teaching online were invited to participate in the study.
Participants completed three surveys and one instructional intervention, “Instructional Strategies
for Online Teaching and Learning.” The first instrument investigated faculty members’
perceptions of online teaching and learning. Data from Instrument 1 informed research question
one, What are faculty perceptions of online instruction? After completing Instrument 1, the
participants engaged in the self-paced intervention module, which presented strategies for online
instruction, specifically regarding creating a sense of community and fostering critical thinking
and engagement. Following the intervention, study participants completed survey Instrument 2
and Instrument 3. Data collected from Instrument 2 informed research question two, In what
ways does participation in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for
Online teaching and Learning,” influence faculty members’ decisions to alter their online
instruction? Data from Instrument 3 informed research question three, What do participants in a
faculty development intervention, “Instructional Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,”
identify as challenges to implementing new strategies to their online instruction? Instrument 3
sought to examine perceived challenges and barriers to implementing new strategies in online
instructional practice. Several commonalities emerged from the data. The themes and the
supporting data were reported in the previous chapter. This chapter’s discussion will seek to
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interpret the data and relate those interpretations to the existing literature. This chapter is
organized by research question and will present a discussion of limitations of the study,
recommendations for further research, and implications.
Interpretation of the Findings
An interpretation of the findings reported in Chapter 4 will be discussed. The findings are
organized by research question. Commonalities from the data analysis will be discussed and
supported by the findings.
Research Question 1: What are faculty perceptions of online instruction?
Analysis of the data from Instrument 1 indicated five commonalities: time, confidence
and motivation, faculty development, and academic equivalence. These themes were addressed
in Chapter 4 with supporting data.
Time. The participants in the study appeared to be divided in their perceptions of the
amount of time spent in preparation for the online courses they taught as compared to the amount
of time spent in preparation for face-to-face teaching. Additional comments were solicited about
time as a barrier. Time appeared as a barrier not only to learning something new but in
developing and applying the strategy to instruction. For example, Participant 2 said, “Part is my
lack of skill, and part is time to develop and learn new applications.” Participant 10 agreed, “I
will need the time and opportunities to learn new things.” The perception of time as a challenge
to online instruction is comparable to research found in the literature review. Baran and Correia
(2014) noted that instructors who teach online often experience an increased workload and find
the need to spend more time in preparing for a course due to the need to learn new technologies,
adopting a new work structure, and learning pedagogy specific to online instruction. In a study
by Sugar et al. (2007) examining the transfer of activities traditionally conducted in a face-to-
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face setting to an online environment, they found although many of the activities normally
conducted in a traditional classroom could be transferred to an online environment, the amount
of effort and skills required to make the transition would most likely be considerable. Teachers
new to an online format with additional preparation time, lack of hands-on instruction in an
intimate setting, and a lack of professional development to accommodate the new teaching task,
may perceive the issue of time as a challenge (Bennett & Lockyer, 2004; Sugar et al., 2007). The
perceptions of the study participants associate with the literature.
Confidence and motivation. Instructor confidence and motivation was noted. The
analysis showed when participants were asked to rate their level of confidence in their ability to
create discussion which fostered student engagement and critical thinking in an online
classroom, the majority indicated confidence in their ability. The same was true of their level of
confidence in their ability to develop a feeling of community among students.
The study participants’ motivation to teach online was also examined. Results of the data
analysis indicated instructors in the sample believed their students were equally engaged with the
course content compared to students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face course. The
respondents also found teaching online professionally rewarding and preferable to traditional
formats. The literature supports the relationship between positive attitude, faculty satisfaction,
teacher self-efficacy, and a feeling of confidence in instructional abilities. Tschannen-Moran,
Hoy, and Hoy (1998) defined teaching efficacy or teaching self-efficacy as a construct that
represents teachers’ confidence in their ability to facilitate the development of students’
knowledge, abilities, and values. Horvitz, Beach, Anderson, and Xia (2015) reported that faculty
who had a higher rate of satisfaction teaching online also had a higher level of self-efficacy. The
work by Bolliger and Wasilik (2009) found that student-related issues were valued and had a
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direct impact on faculty satisfaction. When instructors feel students learn because of their
instruction, an increase in confidence in personal teaching skills can be found. The perceptions of
participants in this study associate with the literature.
Faculty development. Study participants also articulated their awareness of faculty
development. Overall they felt the training provided to them by their institution was ample and
met their instructional needs. The majority indicated a preference to attend faculty development
in a conference setting rather than faculty development delivered on campus or through campus
webinars. Participants also noted they actively sought opportunities to develop their online
instructional skills. The literature supports the thought of faculty preference when it pertains to
the mode of delivery of professional development. A study by Hahn and Lester (2012) of faculty
preferred delivery modes of professional development found that 74.5% of faculty preferred to
attend workshops in person at conferences followed by attendance at workshops delivered on
campus (68.1%) and webinars (41.5%). The opinions of faculty members in the study match on
this preference. This indicates the possibility that instructors value time away from work and
campus responsibilities with the ability to learn from colleagues in other institutions. McQuiggan
(2012) in her study exploring the change in face-to-face teaching practices as a result of faculty
development for online teaching noted, “Faculty will not intuitively know how to effectively
teach online. What worked for them in the past in their traditional classroom may no longer be
helpful or reliable in their online classroom. New views of teaching and learning need to be
cultivated for online delivery” (p. 28). The results of the study for this issue suggest benefits to
faculty given the opportunity to learn and experience new ideas and concepts of instruction. The
following comments suggest faculty participants’ realization of their need to cultivate online
teaching skills. For example, Participant 2 said, “I would seek to provide more creative
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presentation, using more media, and I would make it more user friendly. I would also have a
more blended model with some face-to-face. I would also like to strengthen the sense of
community.” Participant 4 indicated the need for skill improvement in this statement: “I am
always looking for new ideas. My main concern is connecting with my students and ensuring
their engagement in the content.” Participant 7 wanted to foster “more discussion among
students,” and Participant 10 said, “I want to incorporate more student-driven discussions.” The
perceptions of the participants in this study associate with the literature.
Academic equivalency. The participants in the study offered their perceptions of
academic equivalence of online courses compared to traditional face-to-face courses. The
instructors who participated in the study alleged the level of contact between themselves and
students enrolled in their online course as being less than in traditional courses. This opinion was
echoed in the needs assessment, which informed the content for creating community included in
the instructional intervention. This is also seen in the literature. For example, Dykman and Davis
(2008) supported the call for instructors to develop their online communication skills, noting the
process of communication within an online course is markedly different than in a traditional
course. Additionally, they asserted the amount of effort and time required to effectively
communicate would be great. Communication between instructor and student is immeasurable
and necessary in an environment where face-to-face contact or even audible contact is rare. Even
with the perception of having less contact, the participants had specific opinions on academic
equivalence. The participants supposed their students were as equally engaged with course
content in the online format as in a traditional learning environment. The participants also agreed
students who graduated from a fully online program were commensurate in content knowledge
and skill set. These statements lend themselves to the idea that even though there is less contact
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in an online course, engagement with and knowledge of the content can be maintained as well as
in a traditional format. Yet, when asked about hiring a colleague, the numbers shifted. The
participants indicated they were less likely to hire an instructor who graduated from a fully
online program. This opinion of academic inequity is supported in the research. A study by
Goode and Peca (2007) queried participants about recruiting a tenure track position in their field
with someone who had gained a degree in a 100% online program. In their study, only 16% said
they would hire someone with a degree completed 100% totally online, while 65% indicated they
preferred not to hire someone with a degree from a fully online program. This research is notable
because the faculty members in the research were themselves instructors in an online learning
environment, as were the respondents in this research study. The perceptions of the study
participants associate with the literature.
Research Question 2: In what ways does participation in a faculty development intervention,
“Instructional Strategies for Online teaching and Learning,” influence faculty members’
decisions to alter their online instruction?
Data were collected and analyzed for research question two. The analysis revealed
participation in a faculty development intervention that specified strategies for online instruction
positively affected faculty member’s decisions to alter their online instructional practice. Twelve
strategies were introduced through the online self-paced module. An analysis of the data
indicated the participants were receptive to the strategies and would consider inclusion in their
future practice. Data collected on instructors’ level of confidence to create discussions that foster
student engagement and critical thinking were compared before and after participation in the
intervention. The comparison showed an increase (24.75%) in participants’ level of confidence.
Data collected on instructors’ level of confidence to create an atmosphere of community among
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students enrolled in their online courses were compared before and after participation in the
intervention. The comparison indicated an increase (32.42%) in participants’ level of confidence
for creating an atmosphere of community. Analysis of the data further marked the overall
satisfaction with the prescribed professional development as having positively affected their
online teaching decisions.
The success of the module can be related to the consideration of adult learning theory for
the module’s creation. The literature supports faculty development that considers adult learning
theory. According to Cornelius et al. (2011), adult learners favor elements which include
relevance to their personal and professional needs, self-direction of their learning, and the
inclusion of an active learning community. The prescribed professional development was
developed based on a needs assessment specific to higher education faculty members who teach
within an online environment. The needs assessment revealed two areas of instruction faculty
members regarded as a faculty development need: creating an online community and fostering
student engagement and critical thinking. The intervention addressed these two areas and
provided strategies which were relevant to the professional needs of the study participants.
The review of literature prescribes best practices in delivering new strategies for online
instruction to include one to one or small group studies, workshop models, courses which put the
instructor in the place of the students, and department level training and mentors (Wilson, 2012).
The prescribed professional development intervention was an online self-paced module which
placed the instructor in the role of student. The literature further contended that instructors have
preferences when participating in professional development as to the mode of delivery. These
preferences may include training delivered completely online with an assessment of core
competencies that focus directly to teaching online and not on course design. The advantage of
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this environment is that it closely replicates for the instructor the experience their students have.
In this way, faculty members experience a model of online course design and teaching practices
from which to emulate (Shattuck et al., 2011). Comments from the participants further
emphasized their perception that including the presented instructional strategies would benefit
their online teaching practice. For example, Participant 2 said the strategies would “increase
student engagement and deepen the level of understanding . . . move to more challenging and
thought provoking work rather than busy work.” Participant 8 commented, “The students will
post more than basic content knowledge/superficial answers for deeper learning.” Participant 10
continued this theme by claiming a goal to “develop a sense of community and caring
atmosphere.” Participant 11 supposed, “[The instructional strategies] will keep my students
more challenged and engaged.”
Analysis of the data shows instructors who teach online courses need faculty
development to address the shift in pedagogy from traditional to face-to-face instruction. The
review of related literature supports this thought, noting that instructors point out a higher degree
of difficulty in creating online instruction as compared to developing face-to-face modes of
instruction (Yukselturk & Bulut, 2009). The review of literature affirms online instruction is
different and more complex than traditional instructional formats and indicates the need for
support of online faculty that moves beyond course mechanics and the recognition of
pedagogical difference of online teaching (Storandt et al., 2012). The perceptions of the study
participants associate with the literature.
Research Question 3: What do participants in a faculty development intervention, “Instructional
Strategies for Online Teaching and Learning,” identify as challenges to implementing new
strategies to their online instruction?
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The analysis of the data collected for research question three revealed participants
identified perceived challenges to implementing strategies presented in a prescribed professional
development intervention specific to online instruction. Overall, the greatest challenges were
time, faculty incentive, and student participation.
Time. Time considerations are noted as a major barrier to faculty participation in the
professional development opportunities throughout the literature. For example, 64% of faculty
members equate teaching online with an increased workload, as do 85% of teachers who develop
online courses. The amount of time investment goes beyond planning and organizing an online
course and includes daily course management and time online as a teaching and social presence.
Before courses are even delivered, online instructors must account for the amount of time
necessary to transition content from a face-to-face delivery to an online medium. Greater effort is
required for faculty to adjust their teaching pedagogy (Barab & Correia, 2014; Herman, 2012;
Shattuck et al., 2011). Faculty members’ schedules may include teaching in multiple venues.
Thus, little time is left for attending professional development (Koehler et al., 2004; Macdonald
& Campbell, 2011).
Faculty incentive. Factors adding to the challenge of implementing new strategies as
indicated by the study participants included monetary incentives, scholarly recognition, and
personal technology skills. The review of related literature supports this perception. Oomen and
Murphy (2009) found many institutions of higher learning do not regard online instruction as
tenure worthy. Some institutions even fail to recognize online instruction as part of the tenure
checklist. The literature further indicates reasons why faculty members fail to attend faculty
development opportunities include a lack of release time from coursework to adapt to online
teaching environments and to learn new technologies (Marek, 2009). To further understand
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faculty perspectives of the challenges to implementing new strategies for online instruction, the
analysis divided the strategies into two categories and probed to discover participants’
perspectives of challenges to implementing strategies based on building community and
fostering student engagement and critical thinking.
Student participation. The majority of the participants in this study (61.53%) indicated
student participation as the greatest challenge to building community. Examples of their
comments include the following: “I am challenged in ensuring that the community maintains its
focus and stays positive, productive, and professional,” “Most students take online courses
because time is an issue—they are working, have families, etc. Technology also becomes an
issue,” and “Sometimes students’ technology proficiency is in the way.”
The question of perceptions of challenges to fostering student engagement and critical
thinking was then investigated. Interestingly, the results for this were even greater in blaming the
students (76.92%). Comments from the participants provide anecdotal evidence. For example,
Participant 5 said, “I find students often unwilling to put the effort necessary into critical
thinking.” Participants 6 commented, “Students are hard to motivate, and teaching critical
thinking skills should begin at a younger age. If they don’t have it by the time they reach college,
it’s hard to do it.” Participant 8 insisted, “Many students don’t perceive online discussion as
relevant,” and Participant 11 noted, “Most of my students are working full time, and they may
not have much time to think critically, and some of them are not used to thinking critically.”
Oomen and Murphy (2009) explored the attitudes of participants in online instruction. The study
noted the lack of technical skills of both instructor and student as a barrier to effective
instruction. It is interesting to note the tendency of the instructors to attribute student
participation as a challenge to implementing instruction. One could review the literature and
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contend that a lack of specific faculty development breeds student dissatisfaction and therefore
increases their lack of participation. The review of literature supports the idea. For example,
Dittmar and McCracken (2012) reported on the META (mentoring, engagement, technology, and
assessment) model for continuous improvement of online teaching. Results showed the ongoing
implementation of the model consistently add to student satisfaction. A study conducted by the
State University of New York Learning Network (SLN) surveyed teachers about the faculty
development process. The results of the research indicate a positive impact on student learning
and satisfaction among students whose instructors participated in faculty development. The State
University of New York (SUNY) model indicates faculty development positively impacts
student learning and satisfaction among students whose instructors had participated in training
specific to online instruction (Shea et al., 2005).
Discussion
As institutions of higher learning continue to strive for excellence while understanding
the realization of a competitive educational market, faculty work load will remain an area for
discussion. Adapting to the online environment has challenges beyond learning basic technical
skills of manipulating the course management system. Policies and procedures for teaching and
learning online must be considered to retrofit to the virtual classroom. The creation of course
materials, syllabi, and content must be carefully considered. Pedagogy for teaching online
quickly becomes the last thing an instructor may have time on which to focus. Some instructors
may not even be aware of the difference between traditional and online instructional pedagogy.
Moving forward, institutions of higher learning will need to continue in their efforts to provide
faculty development that meets the instructional and professional needs of their faculties.
Moreover, professional development which specifically addresses online teaching pedagogy
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must be addressed and readdressed in a cyclical fashion in order to provide for multiple learning
opportunities over time and across content area.
The issue of time, opportunities for faculty development, incentive and student
participation is comparable to a higher education juggling act. As institutions of higher learning
offer more classes online, teaching positions are being filled by instructors who have limited
experience with non-traditional teaching methods. Now there is a need to provide training which
considers time and targets skills and learning preferences. Without appropriate incentives and
other institutional support, instructors may opt out of offered professional development for
teaching skills, time management, and course development which may ultimately reduce their
course load, free up their time, and create better learning environments conducive to student
learning and achievement.
It is a cycle with many questions: How do we create quality learning environments
without training? How do we find the time to attend training? When instructors do not attend
training, then how do they improve their teaching practices, and if they do not improve their
teaching practices, how will students’ learning improve? This research was important because it
showed learning new strategies for online practice affects student outcomes. The research was
also important because it reiterated that participation in faculty development for online teaching
and learning takes time and responsibility on the part of instructors and on institutions of higher
learning.
Limitations
This study had several limitations. First, the study was limited by the sample size because
it focused on a small group of faculty from one college of education from one regional
university. This study would have been better if it had been opened to all the colleges and online
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programs within the university. Additionally, broadening the sample to include multiple
institutions of higher education would have increased the validation of the research. Although the
results were similar to studies cited in the review of literature, the sample may not represent the
general population of colleges who offer online courses. The survey instruments were created to
examine the perceptions of faculty members who teach within an online environment. The study
may have been better served by using a previously published instrument which had been
validated.
Implications
Online programs have now become a normal and expected component of postsecondary
education. As faculties continue to gain experience in the online environment there is a
continued need to fully understand the difference between traditional teaching pedagogy and
pedagogy for online instruction. Instructors who perceive confidence in their instructional
abilities may experience a false sense of security. The results of this research indicate faculty
members who teach online feel they are doing a good job of instruction. When this study
investigated perceived challenges to implementing new strategies for online instruction the
instructors were quick to blame their students’ lack of participation and motivation. It can be
conceived that faculty who believe a lack of student participation and motivation to fully engage
in their online courses is exclusive to the student and not indicative of their teaching competence.
The implication for stakeholders then is to provide opportunities for faculty development which
are specific to developing the professional growth of faculty in teaching pedagogy specific to
online instruction. Faculty members who teach online recognize the need to improve their
teaching skills and are receptive to new strategies when presented in formats which meet the
demands of their time and are specific to their instructional needs. Stakeholders should utilize
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instructional designer and faculty development coordinators who can develop a systematic
program of extensive professional development for faculty members who teach online. Faculty
development should consider adult learning theory and should be cyclical in nature so as to build
and maintain a high level of instructional skill over time. Stakeholders should implement a
system of incentives and compensations for faculty who teach online in order to provide the time
needed for developing new skills which enhance the online environment. Faculty development
must move beyond the technology needs of the faculty and address specifically the development
of pedagogy for online learning environments. In order for faculty to fully realize the distinct
attributes of an online pedagogy, stakeholders should provide instruction and time for instructors
to fully learn and adapt to online strategies. Offering instruction without providing the time to
learn and make changes will result in instructors who may fall dangerously close to teaching on
the surface rather than teaching for deep comprehension.
Instructional designers and faculty development coordinators should work in tandem for
the review of course outcomes in an effort to more closely ensure course objectives and learning
outcomes are met. Faculty development should focus on using assessment results to drive
instruction, curriculum choices and course design. Offices of instructional design should take
care to work with an instructor in the transition of course content to the online course
management system. As the instructor and instructional designer work together, effort should be
made to identify technology tools, activities and strategies which promote a deeper level of
student engagement, critical thinking, and interaction between participants in the course rather.
Without this careful consideration, activities placed within the course may be create an increased
workload on both the student and the instructor which does further the learning of course goals
and objectives. Course evaluations should be a continuous rolling model whose purpose is
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sustainability of course quality and relevancy. Together, instructional designers and faculty
development coordinators should work to provide models of quality online courses in
conjunction with faculty champions who can be a peer tutor. Small group and one to one
instruction is recommended for effectiveness and the provision for specified instructional need.
Recommendations for Further Research
The results of this research study affirm that different roles and competencies are
required for teaching online. Universities may develop teachers with strong technical skills,
strong content knowledge, and strong traditional teaching pedagogy, but the ability to develop
teachers who engage all three of those together within the online environment is lacking. Course
design and development cannot become stagnant but must be a living entity that changes and is
updated to reflect new technologies, student abilities, and teacher preferences. Professional
development should continue to address instructional strategies by enlightening faculty members
in not only how to use them but in knowing when to use these and other teaching strategies based
on student learning needs and teaching goals and objectives. Students and faculty have very
particular preferences when it comes to their online course experience. Further research should
be conducted to correlate both faculty and student perspectives on initiative, attitude, and
participation of and within online courses. Research should continue to address instructional
pedagogy specific to online instruction.
Conclusion
With the proliferation of study programs being offered through the online format,
institutions of higher learning have been pressed to keep up with their counterparts. As the
availability of courses increases, the circle of competition for students has expanded across
county line, state and international borders. No longer are students limited in their choices for
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education to what is within driving distance. Institutions of higher learning realize the need to
retool their policies for instruction, student handbooks, and campus fees to meet the
idiosyncrasies necessitated by an online virtual campus. Most notably is the necessity to retool
faculty members. Institutions of higher learning must move beyond training specific to course
management systems and look toward addressing the pedagogical shift which comes with
moving instruction online.
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Appendix A
Instrument 1: Survey of Faculty Perceptions of Online Instruction
To better understand your perception of online instruction, please consider each of the statements
below. Using a 4 point Likert scale. 4-Strongly Agree, 3-Agree, 2- Disagree, 1- Strongly
Disgree, rate how likely you are to agree or disagree with the following statements.
1. I allow the same amount of time for preparation when teaching online as face-to-face.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
2. I am confident in my ability to create discussions which foster student engagement and critical
thinking in my online classroom.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
3. I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of community between students in my
online classroom.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
4. I feel teaching online is professionally rewarding.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
5. I have ample opportunities to participate in faculty development to support my online
instruction.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
6. I prefer to teach online.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
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Appendix A (cont.)
7. It’s easy to achieve the same level of contact with my online students compared to that of my
student I teach in a face-to-face class.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
8. I feel my students are equally as engaged in the course content regardless of the teaching
environment, online or face-to-face.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
9. The student who graduate from a fully online program are equal in their content knowledge
and skill as students who graduate from a traditional face-to-face program.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
10. The opportunities made available to me for faculty development which support my online
instruction meet my instructional needs.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
11. I prefer to attend faculty development
in a conference setting
through webinars
on campus through faculty development webinars
other
12. I look for faculty development opportunities to develop my online instructional skills.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
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13. Given the opportunity, I would prefer to hire an instructor who graduated from a more
traditional face-to-face program than with an online degree.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
14. I am an online instructor in the (choose all that apply)
Undergraduate programs
Master’s level programs
Doctoral level programs
Certificate programs
Other
15. I teach
100% asynchronously. I never see or speak to my students
100% synchronously. I meet with my students at a regularly appointed time and day of
the week in an online classroom.
a blend of both asynchronous and synchronous
a blend of asynchronous and face-to-face
a blend of synchronous and face-to-face
other
16. What changes, if any, would you make to your online instructional practice?
17. How would these changes benefit your instruction and the students you teach?
18. What barriers or challenges exist to making these changes?
19. Use this section for any additional comments about your perceptions of online teaching not
addressed in this previous section.
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Instrument 2: Post-Intervention Survey
Thank you for participating in the instructional intervention. Based upon your participation with
the instructional unit, please complete the following survey.
Using a 5point scale, 5-Strongly Agree, 4-Agree, 3-Disagree, 2-Stongly Disagree, 1- I already
include this in my instruction, rate how likely you are to agree or disagree with the following
statements.

1. I will include in my online instruction a video or audio introduction of myself.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
2. I will include in my online instruction committed work spaces for students to discuss class
content.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
3. I will include in my online instruction a class activity to analyze and promote exemplary
discussions.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
4. I will include in my online instruction my personal discussion post for student analysis.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
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5. I will include in my online instruction the instructional strategy of answering questions with a
question in order to challenge students to think critically.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
6. I will include in my online instruction the creationg of an online tour of the most used features
of my course shell.
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
The self-paced unit included several options for discussion board topics. Using a 5point scale, 5Strongly Agree, 4-Agree, 3-Disagree, 2-Stongly Disagree, 1- I already include this in my
instruction, rate how likely you are to agree or disagree with the following statements.
7. Case Studies
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
8. Controversy
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
9. Summarize a Topic
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
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10. Tie it Together
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
11. Personal Online Journal
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
12. Ancillary audio, video or alternative reading assignments
5-Strongly Agree
4-Agree
3- Disagree
2- Strongly Disgree
1-I already include this in my instruction
After having participated in the self-paced unit, rate your confidence level on these statements.
Using a 5 point scale, 4-Strongly Agree, 3-Agree, 2-Disagree, 1-Stongly Disagree
13. I am confident in my ability to create discussions which foster student engagement and
critical thinking in my online classroom.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
14. I am confident in my ability to create an atmosphere of community between students in my
online classroom.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
15. The instruction helped me improve my online teaching practice.
4-Strongly Agree
3-Agree
2- Disagree
1- Strongly Disgree
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16. In this unit you were introduced to several instructional strategies. What change(s), if any
will you make to your online instructional practice?
17. How do you perceive the change(s) will benefit your online instructional practice?
18. Use ths section for any additional comments about the self-paced unit not addressed in this
previous section.
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Instrument 3: Post-Participation Survey of Faculty Perceptions
The following items are designed to provide insight into your perceptions of challenges to
implementing online instructional strategies. For each item a list of responses is provided.
Choose the response, or responses, which most closely represent your answer to the following
statements.

1. What challenges exist to implementing new strategies for online instruction?
Time
Monetary incentives
Scholarly recognition
Motivation
Technology infrastructure
Personal technology skills
Student technology skills
Administrative support
Faculty development
Other
Follow up to 1
For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 1.
2. What factors positively influence your instructional decisions as it pertains to implementing
new strategies for online instruction?
Time
Monetary incentives
Scholarly recognition
Motivation
Technology infrastructure
Personal technology skills
Student technology skills
Administrative support
Faculty development
Other
Follow up to 2
For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 2.
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3. What do you perceive as challenges to building community with an online group of students/
Student participation
Time
Technology issues
Other
Follow up to 3
For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 3.
4. What do you perceive as challenges to creating discussions which promote critical thinking
and student engagement?
Student participation
Time
Technology issues
Other
Follow up to 4
For clarification purposes, please elaborate based upon your previous response to item 4.
5. You may use this section for additional comments which address challenges to online
instruction.
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Text of Recruitment Email
From: UCA COE <coe@uca.edu>
Date: Tue, Jan 5, 2016 at 2:57 PM
Subject: Help for an alum doing her dissertation
To: COE Faculty
Tracy McAllister graduated in from UCA 1988 with a BSE in Early Childhood Education and received a MS in
Library Media and Information Technology in 2000. She has worked with Drs. James, Huffman, Whittingham,
Gallavan, and Rickman in the Library Media and Information Technologies program. She is currently pursuing
her doctorate in Instructional Design and Technology from the University of Memphis. She has obtained IRB
approval and is requesting our help with her research.
If you are teaching online, please consider helping her by taking the survey below. Please see her note below:

Dear Colleagues,
I am seeking faculty with instructional experience in an online environment to participate in a research study. The
purpose of the study is to analyze faculty perceptions of online instruction, faculty development for online
instruction, and the benefits and challenges to implementing teaching strategies in an online environment.
As a participant, you will engage in a self-paced online module for professional development and complete a
before and after survey. You can expect to learn applicable instructional strategies which enhance online teaching
practice.
Information collected during this analysis will help inform future professional development for online teaching
applications. The average expected time for completion is 30-60 minutes.
To participate in the research study, you will:
1. Copy and paste this link https://versal.com/c/k61e4k into your web browser. For best results, please use
Chrome as the browser.
2. Click on “Start Course”
3. Choose the option to “Sign in with Google” located directly under the Sign In button. Use your
Google username and password.
4. Use the navigation bar located on the left side of the module, and begin the Informed Consent and
Pre-participation Survey.
If you have concerns or technical issues with the module, please contact me so I may assist you.
Most sincerely,
Tracy McAllister
Lead Investigator
Doctoral Candidate
Instructional Design and Technology
University of Memphis
tdmcllst@memphis.edu
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Informed Consent Form
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Appendix F
Institutional Review Board Approval Letter–University of Memphis

Hello,
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed and approved your
submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Tracy McAllister
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: Examining Professional Development for Higher Education Faculty who Teach Online
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Clif Mims
IRB ID: #3931
APPROVAL DATE: 12/02/2015
EXPIRATION DATE:
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Exempt

Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original approval
Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be in effect to continue the
project prior to that date. If approval is not obtained, the human consent form(s) and recruiting
material(s) are no longer valid and any research activities involving human subjects must stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must be completed and sent to the
board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior board approval, whether the
approved protocol was reviewed at the Exempt, Exedited or Full Board level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no further review is necessary
unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:
Thank you,
James P. Whelan, Ph.D.
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.

Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on file. This email should be
considered an official communication from the UM IRB. Consent Forms are no longer being
stamped as well. Please contact the IRB at IRB@memphis.edu if a letter on IRB letterhead is
required.
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Institutional Review Board Approval – University of Central Arkansas

Memorandum
To:

Tracy McAllister

From:

Research Compliance Office

Date:

December 3, 2015

Subject:

Approval to Conduct Research at the University of Central Arkansas (UCA)

Your IRB-approved protocol from the University of Memphis (IRB ID#: 3931 -“Preferred
Supervisory Methods by Generation Examining Professional Development for Higher Education
Faculty who Teach Online”) has been reviewed by UCA’s IRB Chair and Research Compliance
Officer. After review, we formally authorize you to conduct research with faculty from UCA’s
College of Education. We understand that you have been in contact with faculty members within
the college and you have their support. You will solicit participants through email and provide
links to surveys for them to complete.
Please notify us of any changes made to your protocol prior to implementation.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (501) 852-7460 or
researchcompliance@uca.edu.
Sincerely,
Stephen Beal
Research Compliance Officer

CC:

Jacquie Rainey, Dr.PH – IRB Chair, Associate Dean of CHBS
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